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AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874, 
8IST CONGRESS 


TUESDAY, MARCH 27, 1956 


House or RepreseNnTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE, 
on EpucatTion AND LABor, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 429, 
House Office Building, Hon. Carl D. Perkins (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Perkins, Wier, Metcalf, Thompson, Udall, 
Rhodes, and Wainwright. 

Present also: Fred &. Hussey, chief clerk, and Russell C. Derrick- 
son, chief investigator. 

Mr. Perxrns. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Mr. Hussey, the clerk, will read the authority for calling us to- 
gether. 

Mr. Hussey. Mr. Chairman, there is a letter dated March 20, 1956, 
to Hon. Carl D. Perkins, House of Representatives. 

Deak Mr. Perkins: The chairman has directed me to notify you that by virtue 
of the authority vested in him as chairman of the Committee on Education and 
Labor, he has appointed you as chairman of a special subcommittee to hold 
hearings and study bills pending before the committee to amend and extend 
Public Laws 815 and 874 of the 81st Congress. 

The special subcommittee will consist of the following members of the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor: 

Hon. Carl D. Perkins, chairman, Hon. Roy W. Wier, Hon. Lee Metcalf, Hon. 
Frank Thompson, Jr., Hon. Stewart L. Udall, Hon. Ralph W. Gwinn, Hon. John 
J. Rhodes, Hon. Stuyvesant Wainwright, Hon. Peter Frelinghuysen. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. Hussey, Chief Clerk. 


Mr. Chairman, I have a letter here dated March 23, 1956. 


Dear Mr. Hussey: The Secretary has asked ine to reply to your invitation to 
testify on the bills to extend Public Law 815 and Public Law 874. He will be 
unable to attend himself, but Dr. 8. M. Brownell, Commissioner of Education, 
will represent the Department at the hearings to begin at 10 a. m. on March 27. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN R. MacKEenziE, 
Legislative Liaison Officer. 

That is from the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Mr. Perkins. Before I call the first witness, I may say that on Jan- 
uary 16, 1 introduced a bill to extend both Public Laws 815 and 874 of 
the 81st Congress. But on today I will introduce another bill to take 
care of the amendments that the school superintendents are interested 
In. 
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These hearings will not be confined strictly to any bills that are 
introduced. Any views that any of the witnesses may entertain cer- 
tainly will be appreciated and heard by this subcommittee. 

At this time, I would like to call the first witness of the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Commissioner of Education, 
Dr. Brownell. Are you ready to proceed, Dr. Brownell? 

Dr. BrowNELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wier. Before he starts, let us get some idea of what kind of 
job we have here. Have you made any list of any bills that relate to 
either 815 or 874? 

Mr. Perxtns. I have all that data in my files, Mr. Wier. 

Mr. Wier. So we know what we are talking about. 

Mr. Perxins. It is my present plan to conduct the hearings through- 
out the day, all day tomorrow—we will get permission to convene 
while the House is in session—and Thursday I personally cannot be 
here, Mr. Wier, but if you want to continue the hearings, if we have 
any extra hearings, you go ahead on Thursday. 

(Discussion off the record.) 
Mr. Perrys. It is understood that we will reconvene on April 10. 
Dr. Brownell, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF DR. S. M. BROWNELL, COMMISSIONER OF EDUCA- 
TION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
ACCOMPANIED BY RALL I. GRIGSBY, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER 
FOR SCHOOL ASSISTANCE, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA- 
TION, AND WELFARE 


Dr. Browne.u. Mr. Chairman and members of the subeommit 
if it is satisfactory with you, I will read this prepared statement an 
then be very glad to answer any questions, or at least I will try to 
answer any questions I can. 

Mr. Perkins. You may proceed. 

Dr. Brownexzu. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
we appreciate this opportunity to testify regarding Public Laws 815 
and 874, which provide school assistance in federally affected areas. 

A great many bills which would amend and extend these laws are 
before you. Accordingly, with your permission, I shall not attempt 
to address myself at the outset to the individual bills. It is my thought 
that I might best help the committee by making an introductory state- 
ment, briefly giving some background and ee Sho a our basic posi- 
tion regarding extension of these laws, and then answer questions that 
you might wish to ask on the various bills. 

On the need for extension of Public Law 815, under the present 
law no applications for school construction assistance can be received 
after the end of the current fiscal year ending June 30, 1956. This 
means that any communities that will be affected by new Government 
activities after June 30 would be unable to obtain school construction 
assistance. 

The need for extension of title ITI of the School Construction Act 
arises chiefly from legislation enacted during the ist session of the 

resent 84th Congress, namely, Public Law 345, which amended title 
vn of the National Housing Act. This legislation authorized the 
Secretary of Defense to enter into contracts with builders for the 
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construction of housing for armed services personnel on lands owned 
or leased near military installations. It authorized a maximum of 
100,000 units of bic aceia with insured mortgage commitments 
made by the Housing and Home Finance Agency. 

In addition to the housing authorized by Public Law 345, the De- 

artment of Defense has authority to construct additional Wherry 

ousing units and from 20,000 to 25,000 family housing units to be 
built from appropriated funds. It is known, also, that a number of 
new airbases are being established. _ We 

The programing of the new housing units by the military services: 
contemplates completion of most of the housing after June 30, 1956, 
the expiration date of the present title ITI, and will result in substan- 
tial increases in school enrollment in many of the school districts adja-~ 
cent to military installations after that date. 

In order to take care of this situation, the President, in his budget 
message to the Congress on January 1, 1956, recommended extension 
of the act as follows: 

In continued recognition of the special school enrollment problems created in 
many communities by military and civilian activities of the Federal Govern- 
ment, I am recommending extension for 2 years of the authority for providing 
assistance in paying for new school buildings in federally affected areas. Under 
present law no applications can be received after June 30, 1956. An additional 
appropriation of $88 million for the fiscal year 1957 is recommended for the 
proposed extension. With the enactment of legislation to authorize general Fed- 
eral assistance for school construction, the necessity for the further extension 
of special Federal aids for construction and for maintenance and operation in 
these school districts will require reconsideration. 

We are also recommending that title IV of the act be extended, since 
the pu for which it was enacted has not been fully achieved. 
Title IV provides assistance for construction of school facilities in 
school distriets which provide education for large numbers of pupils 
residing on tax-exempt Federal property, largely Indian reservations, 
but which do not meet the requirements of title III with respect to 
increases in numbers of federally connected pupils. Extension for 2 
years is recommended, to make its expiration date—June 30, 1958—the 
same as is recommended for title ITI of this act. In such an extension 
the existing limitation on appropriations to $20 million should be 
raised to $40 million. 

Considering the long-range responsibility, some of the bills before 

ou would provide for an indeterminate extension of the law. I have 
indicated before that we believe it may be desirable to recognize 
through a legislation a continuing Federal responsibility 
for assistance of this kind. We are not requesting the enactment of a 
continuing law this year. 

Last June when I testified before the committee concerning Public 
Law 815 and Public Law 874, I indicated that we were studying this 
whole problem of Federal responsibility in connection with schools 
in federally affected areas, and that we expected to send wp some rec- 
ommendations to the second session of the 84th Congress for dealing 
with the problem on a long range rather than a piecemeal basis. We 
have made progress in that direction. However, we found that more 
was involved than anticipated, and we have not been able to complete 
the study and make recommendations at this time. 
| program, now in its sixth year of operation, has involved ex- 
penditures that will total, at the end of that period, in the neighbor- 
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hood of $891 million on Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 combined. 
More than 3,000 school districts have been involved. The kinds of 
Federal impacts have varied greatly from city and town schools where 
Federal activity somewhat increased their population to desert and 
rural areas that suddenly changed their character because of Federal 
activity. Public housing, defense contracts, military bases, reclama- 
tion projects, communities with Indian residents, or with Government 
employees all were involved. A review and evaluation of the pro- 
gram, and a consideration of the present and the long range possible 
effects of existing and proposed policies and practices required more 
time and staff than we were able to make available. Furthermore, 
we came to the conclusion that we needed the judgment of an advisory 
group to add valued experience to our study. I, therefore, invited and 
received the acceptance of several highly competent persons to serve 
onthiscommittee. They are: 

1. James Calhoun, director, division of schoolhouse planning, State 
department of education, Nashville, Tenn., a State which has a county- 
unit system. 

2. Angelo Giaudrone, superintendent of schools, Concord, Mass. 
This is not a federally affected area. 

3. W. R. Godwin, superintendent of schools, Topeka, Kans. This 
is a federally affected school district. 

4. Erick L. Lindman, professor of school administration, George 
Peabody College for Teachers, Nashville, Tenn. He was the first 
administrator of the school assistance program for the Office of Edu- 
cation. 

5. Edward Litchfield, dean of School of Business and Public Ad- 
ministration, Cornell University, Ithaca, N. Y. He is well known for 
his work in the field of Federal-State relations. 

6. Bluford Minor, assistant superintendent and business manager, 
San Diego public schools, San Diego, Calif. This is an affected area, 
and Mr. Minor was formerly regional representative for the school 
assistance program on the west coast. 

7. Oscar Rose, superintendent, Midwest City schools, Midwest 
City, Okla. Mr. Rose is a superintendent in a federally affected area 
who has worked closely with many other superintendents on their 
problems as related to Public Law 815 and Public Law 874. 

8. Dean M. Schweickhard, Commissioner of Education, State De- 
partment of Education, St. Paul 1, Minn., whose problems include 
those of Indian impact. 

9. Tom Wiley, director of research, State Education Association, 
Santa Fe, N. Mex., and formerly the chief State school officer for 
the State, which has a heavy Navaho population. 

Until we can complete our study and derive full benefit of the work 
of the advisory committee, we tale the position that the laws should 
be neither extended indeterminately nor opened up for major re- 
visions. We know of no new developments which call for major 
amendments at this time. Many of the amendments being proposed 
appear to be addressed to situations that largely have been present for 
some time, perhaps all during the life of the acts. We believe they 
should be considered along with other situations in an effort to deter- 
mine fairly and equitably just where and to what extent there is a 
eo: ay responsibility, if any, to provide assistance on a continuing 

asis. 
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Public Law 874.does not expire until June 30, 1957; hence, it will 
continue in effect beyond the present session of Congress. The prin- 
pical argument advanced for extension of the law in this session is 
that school districts normally will begin early in 1957 the preparation 
of their operating budgets for the school year 1957-58. Enactment 
of appropriate legislation early in 1957 should provide sufficient time 
to enable the affected school districts to develop their budgets, and, 
in addition, provide time for completion of the appraisal of the 
existing laws, and the development of recommendations for discharg- 
ing such continuing Federal responsibility as there may be on a long 
range rather than a piecemeal basis. 

or the.reasons I have indicated, we believe that action on Public 
Law 874 should be deferred until early in the first session of the next 
Congress, and in any event that it should not be extended at this 
time for more than 1 additional year (to June 30, 1958). 

Mr. Chairman, we are anxious to move ahead with our study and 
recommendations, viewing the good accomplishments of the acts and, 
at the same time, searching out the imperfections and the administra- 
tive problems, but keeping our sights on overall consistency of policy. 
We believe that such a course will be more constructive than to attempt 
to add a series of patchwork amendments to the acts at this time. 

Mr. Perkins. Dr. Brownell, I notice you stated that it was your 
view that the laws should not be opened up for major revisions. Are 
you acquainted with the amendments being sponsored by the school 
superintendents ? 

Ir. Brownewt. Yes; in a general way. 

Mr. Perxins. How much additional cost do you feel that those 
amendments will bring about ? 

Dr. Brownetu. We have had the members of the staff try to esti- 
mate what the cost might be of different ones of those amendments. 
Some of them we can judge fairly accurately. Some we cannot judge 
so accurately. I would like to consult Mr. Grigsby to see if he has any 
specific information that I could pass on. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Chairman, we do not have copies of the amend- 
ments. Ido not know what the witness is talking about. 

Mr. Perxrns. I will make this question specific. The amendments 
will be introduced today. 

Mr. Ruopes. It would be well that we each have copies of the amend- 
ments so we could study them. 

Mr. Perkins. Very well. Let him answer the question and then 
I will clarify the matter. 

Mr. GricsBy. We have not been able to make anything but a rough 
alculation on the Senate bills which were introduced, I understand, 
on March 23, by Mr. Murray, S. 3525 and S. 3526, one amending 
Public Law 874 and the other amending Public Law 815. 

Mr. Perxrns. Analyzing those 2 Senate bills—and those 2 Senate 
bills do contain the amendments that the school superintendents are 
interested in—what was your estimate on the additional cost ? 

Mr. Gricssy. It is a little more than $50 million. 

Mr. Perkins. Will you break it down by Public Law 815 and Public 
Law 874? 

Mr. Griessy. About half of it would be 815, $25 million on S. 3526 
for the estimated annual cost of the school-construction measure, and 
approximately the same amount on the cost for 874. 
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Dr. Browneiu. Mr. Chairman, if I might just make this comment: 
Because of the differences in these bills that have been introduced with 
the different amendments, I would want our record to be clear in the 
fact that we would have to allow a considerable leeway when we make 
any of these estimates. I say that because some of the estimates that 
are given here—some of the amendments—would be double the amount 
that has been indicated by Mr. Grigsby. 

Mr. Prrxins. Let us take the specific amendment of children of 
military ney ae who have been sent to Federal installations on 
orders. I feel it would be agreed that those children become a Federal 
responsibility, and the present law does not now cover those children. 
That amendment makes them remain =, for the same payments 
following the transfer upon orders of the parents so long as the 
remain in the school districts. What would you say that one moles’ 
ment would cost ! 

Dr. Brownewu. I assume you are referring to 874 as affected by the 
mee that was proposed by Congressman Thompson in H. R. 
7767? 

Mr. Perkins. Yes; or Senator Murray. You proposed it, did you 
not, Mr. Thompson ¢ 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes; or H. R. 1118, which includes the amendments 
to both 815 and 874. 

Mr. Wier. Let us get something straight here. I raised the ques- 
tion a while ago as to what kind of agenda you have here, and Con- 

man Rhodes again reiterated it. Have you some amendments 

ere prepared by someone other than the bill? These are what I 

understand to be amendments. They are bills introduced to amend. 
Have you not some more beyond these ¢ 

Mr. Perkins. At the outset I thought I made it clear in my opening 
statement that I introduced on January 16 H. R. 8487. 

Mr. Wier. I have that right here. 

Mr. Perkins. That is to extend 815 and 874. I said on today I will 
introduce the bills that Senator Murray introduced, including the 
amendments proposed by the school superintendents, and that hear- 
ings would not be limited. The hearings would be in general on all 
necessary amendments. 

Mr. Wier. Then, as I gather, in addition to the bills that have been 
offered by members of the House to amend 815 or 874, you have an- 
other group of amendments that you are going to sponsor or introduce 
today ! 

Mr. Perrys. I am only going to introduce the amendments spon- 
sored by the school superintendents over the Nation. 

Mr. Wier. I just wanted to get clear. 

Mr. Perkins. | think Mr. Toemedin has already introduced a bill 
covering some of the amendments. 

Mr. Tuompson. That is right, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Perxrys. In just a moment, I will let you mterrogate this 
witness. 

As I understand you, are you opposing the amendments being spon- 
sored by the school superintendents ¢ 

Dr. Brownexx. I would have to say this. With varying degrees, 
there are a number of them that. we would hesitate to say we are 
opposing except for the fact, as I indicated in my opening statement, 
that we feel that they all ought to be considered. in light of. our overall 
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evaluation of the program. The program, as all of you are very much 
aware, is a complex program because it attempts to recognize Federal 
impacts in more than 3,000 school districts. The difficulty, when you 
start to make these amendments to help one particular school district 
here, is that unless you are pretty careful to check that against what 
you are doing for a school district some other place, you get more and 
more inconsistencies worked into the law. 

What we are trying to do is to study what are the basic principles 
that the Federal Government is trying to recognize, and to see to it, 
then, that the law is in accordance with those principles. So our posi- 
tion has to be that we have not got all the evidence before us on which 
we can take a firm “Yes” or “No” position, on a good many of these 
amendments. 

Mr. Perxtns. Your position is merely to extend the laws as they are 
now written ? 

Dr. Brownewi. Yes; I think that is the best position to take at this 
time, because the amendments that are pro are to deal with prob- 
lems that are not new just this year. They are to modify the law re- 
lating to conditions that have been in existence practically since the 
beginning of the law. 

Mr. Perxrns. Now, I will ask you if you know whether the school 
superintendents throughout the country all agreed on the amendments 
introduced by the Senators? 

Dr. BrowneE.L. I have no way of knowing whether all of the super- 
intendents in the country a : 

Mr. Prerxins. Through their leaders. 

Dr. Browneun. I would say this. There have been a number of 
meetings that have been held by the superintendents of schools that 
represent federally affected districts. I have not been present at those 
meetings. So the only way that I could indicate to you whether the 
superintendents at ()ose meetings have been in agreement would be on 
the basis of hearsay evidence. 

Mr. Perkins. Information you did receive was to the effect that 
the superintendents were in ment, is that correct ? 

Dr. Browne.u. Not entirely so. I would have to say that there 
have been some individual superintendents who have been at some 
of these meetings who indicated that while they did not object at the 
meetings, that they were not fully in accord with all of the statements 
that were made in reference to the amendments. But I think that is 
the kind of situation you always find, that people will attend a meet- 
ing, and will not object at the meeting and will be likely to say after- 
ward that “I did not fully agree with all the things that were said 
there, but I did not feel I wanted to get up and object.” So I would 
in all honesty have to say that that situation undoubtedly was true of 
these meetings. 

On the other hand, I think I should say that to my knowledge there 
has been a very large measure of cooperation on the part of the super- 

intendents that are affected in trying to work out general agreement 
in reference to 5: ls that: they wanted to make. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Wier? 

_Mr. Wier. Mr. Brownell, intelligently I cannot approach the ques- 
tion of these new amendments until I have heard lites superintend- 
ents. Just listening to the chairman questioning you about your 
knowledge of what their position was with regard to new amend- 
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ments, I presume we are opening up a new phase again on this legisla- 
tion of new and extended coverages which we sees a number of last 
year in the way of remedying what we thought were some defects in 
the bill. Again this year I presume some more classification may be 
necessary. ‘lhese school superintendents will testify later. They have 
apparently set out to offer the same remedies that in some cases. their 
representatives here have introduced a bill for—a program of exten- 
sion, modification, and revision to the present law. ; 

So you offer here as your answer the fact that you are not acquainted 
thoroughly with all of the amendments that are going to be offered to 
these two bills before us. 

Dr. Browneut. That is true. It is also true that we have examined 
a number of the bills that have been offered which I know embody 
some of the proposals that are being made by the superintendents, and 
that in connection with those amendments our position is that the 
merits of those proposals ought to be considered in terms of our overall 
plan for any continuing legislation that ought to be provided. There- 
fore, we feel that the 2-year extension of 815 as it now stands, and as 
recommended in the statement that I have given, is the appropriate 
action to be taken. 

Mr. Wier. I think we are all in agreement on the extension. I 
think the Congress as a whole has found this to be a very workable 
law. 

Dr. Brownetu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wier. And doing the job it was set out to do. 

Last year, I think, we made about 6 revisions in the 2 bills. 

Dr. Browne. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. And there were some questions raised about a number 
of them. I think we also denied six bills. They were mostly defaulted 
districts. 

What has been your experience with the revisions we made last 
year? Have they worked entirely satisfactorily ? 

Dr. Browne.tt. When you say entirely satisfactorily, I think we 
always have to ask, entirely satisfactorily to whom. 

Mr. Wier. Have they given you any trouble? 

Dr. Browneti. Not so far as I know. I think the matter of the 
administration of the law has been handled administratively without 
any particular trouble. Is that correct, Mr. Grigsby ? 

Mr. Griessy. That is right. Of course, one feature of the amend- 
ments made last year has not really been affected because it is depend- 
ent upon an appropriation which is pending now on the Senate side, 
having passed the House, for supplemental funds to make it effective. 
That had to do with the payment on a retroactive basis to some 27 
school districts who had their maximum payment reduced by reason 
of the fact that they had entered into contracts to construct schools. 
That has not been carried through because the funds have not yet 
been made available. But other than that, administratively they have 
not proved too difficult. 

Mr. Wier. I was just going to point out that last vear we entered 
into a rather new field in this legislation, and that was the Indian 
pupils coverage. Has that worked out satisfactorily ¢ 

Mr. Gricssy. Yes. That was an amendment to title IV of Public 
Law 815. That seems to be working satisfactorily. 
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Mr. Wier. Let me ask you another question I have been interested 
in. I have been getting your reports on affected districts in my area. 
I note that some that I had 2 or 3 or 4 years ago have ceased to be 
eligible. Do you have a turnover in these applications? Do you have 
a. very substantial turnover of districts that you scratch off as not being 
eligible for some reason ? 

r. Browneti. Obviously where they had completed. a school 
building to take care of their unhoused children, if there was no 
further Federal impact, such districts would not be eligible under 
815. 

Mr. Wier. Let us talk about 874. 

- Dr, BrowNEnu. On 874, it would depend.in part on a section under 
that law by which they were eligible. If they were eligible under a 
sudden impact and received funds, after that sudden impact had been 
taken care of, they would no longer be eligible. If they were eli- 
gible because of the fact that there was public housing +e the public 
housing is disposed of to the municipality, then that property goes 
on the tax roll and it no longer becomes eligible. So there are a 
number of different conditions which might cause a district no longer 
to have a Federal impact and under those conditions they would drop 
off the list under 874. 

Mr. Wier. During the past year how many additional districts did 
our revisions bring under your program ? 

Mr. Griespy. We have over 200 new applications this year under 
Public Law 874. We cannot attribute them to the effects of the 
amendments made last year because some districts will become eli- 
gible in a particular year for the first time by reason of the acquisi- 
tion of Federal property by the Federal Government in connection 
with new installations. So that all we can say is that we expect to 
have about—before the cutoff date, for the receipt of applications, 
which is at the end of this month—in the neighborhood of 250 new 
applications. That is, new for the first time this year. That would 
be out of a total of something like 3,000 applications under Public 
Law 874. So it is a little less than 10 percent of new applications 
this year. We have experienced over previous years a gradual in- 
crease in the number of eligible applicants. There are always some 
who drop out for reasons indicated by the Commissioner. There are 
other new ones who come in. So there is some turnover, something 
less than 10 percent, I should say, of the total number of applicants. 

Mr. Wier. I don’t think it can be denied by the Department that 
it is true since 1948—or 1949, rather—when these two acts were origi- 
nally enacted into law, that revisions have been made saasiadiion 
every session since then, and they have been made workable. We 
continuously from year to year find opportunities for justifying re- 
visions again. So that the door should not be closed to an amendment 
that is offered here or a bill that is offered that brings about a new 
situation, developed by Uncle Sam, that could be reasonably ex- 
pected to be covered by these acts. 

Dr. Browne. I am glad you made that point, because that is what 
I had in mind when I said in my testimony that we felt that major 
revisions were not appropriate at this time. It would be certainly 
our position that one of the values in such a hearing as this is to find 
out whether the proposed amendments are ones that will take care of 
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inequities that exist or whether they are proposing new directions for 
consideration of Federal impact. That is what we had in mind im 
saying we questioned the advisability of this further study of making 
such major amendments. eon’ : 

Mr. Wier. So your position is that further revisions in this act 
plicable to the premise of the act do not have the door closed to thenv? 

Dr. Brownetu. That is true. 

Mr. Wier. Following that, Mr. Chairman, and I conclude, I can as- 
sume that the staff of the Department of Education will be called = 
after we have heard the superintendents and heard something a 
the different amendments. I hope-we-can call them back again to 
their reaction to whatever the subcommittee may have in mind for 
revision. 

Dr. BrowNELL. We would be very happy to have that opportunity. 

Mr. Perxrns. You will have that opportunity, and it would be fine 
if you could keep a representative here to listen to all the testimony im 
pot bi that you may be properly apprised of just what is taking place, 
Dr. Brownell. 

Dr. Brownett. I will endeavor to do that. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Tuompson. Doctor, I note on page 5 of your statement that you 
say that many of the amendments being proposed appear to be ad- 
dressed to situations that have been present for some time, per- 
haps all during the life of the act, and that you believe that they should 
be considered along with other situations in order to determine fairly 
and equitably just where and to what extent there is a Federal respon- 
sibility. It 3. been called to my attention by superintendents in my 
district, which includes Fort Dix and McGuire Air Base—McGuire 
being a very rapidly expanding, as you know—and by other 
Members of Congress, that there is a definite problem and there 
has been a definite problem with respect to the children who move 
into the area, who are settled by their father and their father is then 
shipped overseas. He has purchased a home within commuting dis- 
tance, and he has no place to send his family. Do you not think that 
there has been enough experience with this legislation so that we 
know what the impact of taking care of those children would be and 
that situation should not be allowed to continue indefinitely ? 

Dr. Browneii. I think you have several problems there that need 
to be examined rather carefully. At the present time when that 
occurs, that a father brings his family to a community and then is 
shipped overseas, the children will be continued on the roll for pay- 
ment for the remainder of the year as a rule, simply because they 
don’t check on a month-by-month basis. The question is, then, how 
longer is he going to stay there and what is the basis on which you 
recognize the Federal impact. 

The original concept of the bill was that you were trying to take 
care of an impact caused by loss of tax revenue. Here you have a 
case of a family that has moved in there, and the father may not be 
shipped overseas. He may be shipped to some other part of the 
country or it may be that when he does, that the family is left there 
temporarily. Certainly to reflect that in connection with the school 
construction bill seems questionable for that kind of a temporary 
impact. 
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You likewise raise the question if it is fair to do that for the family 
that has moved into that district, suppose when that man is shipped 
overseas his family goes home to the wife’s parents and lives with 
them, why should not that school district receive the benefit of the 
fact that they have these children moving into that area, because the 
father has moved overseas. If you do that, the question is how far do 
you go. Are you accepting the idea that because a man is in uniform 
that the Federal Government has a responsibility to take care of a 
part of the cost. of the children in the school district wherever his 
family may move, because of the fact that he is in uniform. Do you 
see my point on that ? 

Mr. THomeson, I see your point, yes, sir. 

Dr. Browne.n. You have to consider not just the specific, but you 
have to see what you are getting into when you do that. I simply 
want to call to your attention that it is not as simple as it appears on 
the surface. 

Mr. Tuompson. I am aware of that. My amendment, I think, is 
definitive enough so that it answers your question. It does not relate 
to the moving to the home of the wife’s parents. It just relates to the 
situation which is described in the amendment. I do not mean to 
carp at you but I do think that this business of studying the laws is 
a very good thing, and that it should be done, but I am inclined to feel 
that this testimony and testimony by other members of your Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare seems almost invariably to 
reflect the attitude of, “Let us study this some more. Let us have an 
advisory board. Let us look into this carefully.” 

In your statement you say that many of the amendments are ad- 
<lressed to situations which have existed all during the life of the act. 
It seems to me that the act has been in existence long enough so that 
we should know where we stand on some of these hinges Amend- 
ments have been made in the past. 

I recognize that there is some question, as you stated, about the 
problem of how far you go. I believe you must recognize, too, that 
these areas which are impacted by military installations and so on 
are having great problems, particularly a few of them, with relation 
to transfers. Fort Dix transfers its people all over. It is a basic 
training center. McGuire is an Air Force base. The turnover in 
personnel is tremendous. I tried to anticipate reasonable limits by 
setting a number of 25, or more in the area. The school people down 
there feel that this is necessary if they are to properly run their 
institutions. 

I hope in the course of these hearings the school superintendents’ 
suggestions and the others will be thoroughly aired, and that we 
can, on the basis of what we learn here—make improvements in the 
laws—I do believe firmly that if we see on the basis of experience 
and on the basis of suggestions by persons who have worked 
with the act that amendments are called for, that we should not just 
set them aside and study this further. 

I thank you very much for your testimony. It has been helpful. I 
look forward to hearing from someone in your Department after we 
have aired these a little more. 

Dr. Browngtt. I would say this. In connection with this problem 
of people who move into a community and move out of a community, 
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whose parents may be connected with a Federal job, most of whom we 
think of in terms of a job in the Armed Forces, that we have several 
problems to consider that I would like to comment on. 

If we go back to the basic concept of the law, as I understand was 
the original position, there were the questions of what did this do 
to the tax situation in the local community, because there was Fed- 
eral property that was taken off the tax rolls. 

Secondly, what happens to the community because there have been 
a large number of le that have moved in. Therefore, you have 
a sudden impact which is taken care of by a temporary adjustment 
in taxes because of the increase. 

What has moved into the act has been more and more in the di- 
rection of folks says, “These people are in the Armed Forces, and 
therefore there is a Federal impact,” which in terms of the tax situa- 
tion may or may not be true. Those people moving into the com- 
munity may move into a rented house in exactly the same situation as 
if a new industry were located in that community, or nearby, and the 
pone move into that rented house, and the effect on the tax structure 
in the community may be unaffected. The school may be affected by 
the fact that the children are there and that the parent is not there 
as an employed individual who is a wage earner in that community. 
That is the reason why I say that when you get into trying to balance 
up these various proposals, you have to go back to see what the basic 
situation is that you are getting into if you provide for a few people 
here because this particular district is hard pressed to meet its local 
financial burdens. 

A number of the proposals that have come to us have been proposals 
which, when we examine them, would appear to be equally solvable by 
action of the local community or by the State. The question always 
is, the answer to a problem which may be an exceedingly difficult prob- 
lem for the local school board and the local situation which should be 
solved by the Federal Government, or one which is more appropri- 
ately solved by the State and local community. 

In our judgment they may say it is more appropriate for the Federal 
Government to solve the problem, and we may think it is more appro- 
priate for the State and local community. 

Mr. Tompson. I certainly agree that there are many areas within 
the scope of this legislation which do raise a valid question, where does 
the rosnsaitty lie. I hope as a result of these hearings that we 
can define some of them a little more clearly and suggest reasonable 
amendments. 

These two laws, 874 and 815, are very fine, and have been operated 
in a very excellent manner. We certainly want to continue them. I 
don’t necessarily agree with your statement that we should carry 874 
over another time, but that might even become apparent. Notwith- 
standing that fact, we are in agreement, I think, on 815, and we should 
do the best possible job with these things. A Jot of people are affected 
and we want to help them. : 

Thank you very much, Doctor. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upauu. Dr. Brownell, I note: on page 5 you indicate the opin- 
ion that the act should not be opened up for major revisions and that 
your department knows of no new developments which call for major 
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amendments at this time. That is of particular interest to me as was 
the report submitted by the department this morning on my bill H. R. 
6803. I believe you are familiar with that bill? 

Dr. Browne.u. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Upauu. And you have seen the report. That bill was designed 
to treat the Supreme Court decision on school segregation as a Federal 
impact, and to add a title V to Public Law 815, and to provide for a 
program to assist school districts affected by that decision. 

I take it that it is your view and the view of the administration 
that,.as you see this situation which I have outlined, there is no Fed- 
eral impact, and there is no Federal responsibility. Would that be a 
fair way of stating it? 

Dr. Browneu. I think I would put it this way. The determination 
of whether the Supreme Court decision creates an impact that is 
recognized as a Federal impact and related to the terms of 874 and 815 
is rather questionable. I think that the purpose of 815 and 874, as I 
understand it, had not thought of including such a situation as is 
provided as a result of the Supreme Court decision. That would be a 
major difference. 

Mr. Upatx. I am aware of the fact that at the time the law was 
originally enacted it was not contemplated that the problem would 
arise. ‘The idea behind this bill is of extending that principle to 
cover this new situation. To me the impact of the Federal Govern- 
ment when they come into a community and establish an airbase or 
a new factory, which brings with it payrolls and oftentimes enlarges 
the tax base of that. community, that is the impact which Public Law 
815 recognized. I am drawing on my experience both as a school board 
member who has had direct contact with Public Law 815 and as a 
school member who has had some experience with school integration 
problems, 

The Supreme Court has said to 12 or 15 of our States that the 
manner in which they have been carrying on their school activities, 
which was considered legal and constitutional for over 50 years, is 
suddenly changed. We change the rules in the middle of the game, 
and say the way in which you people maintained your schools is not 
constitutional. This was not done by the Federal agency. It was 
done by another arm of the Federal Government, the Supreme Court. 

I see that as a far more disastrous and violent impact on these com- 
munities than the activities recognized by Public Law 815, when it was 
originally established. It seems to me that there is a Federal responsi- 
bility, and that there is a Federal impact. 

When I give you the philosophy and the reasons I had in proposing 
the bill, do you still disagree strongly with me, or do you see some 
merit in my statement ? 

Dr. Browne.u. Let me say this. We would agree thoroughly with 
the idea that the Federal Government—certainly our department—is 
very much interested in being of any assistance possible to communities 
that have problems that they are trying to solve, whether it be prob- 
lems of shifting from segregated schools to desegregated schools or 
any other kind of problems. To that extent we would be thoroughly 
in sympathy with the general point of view of the Federal Govern- 
ment being helpful in this position. 

Mr. Upat1. Has not the Court said in effect to these communities, 
you must reorganize your schools, you must consolidate and abandon 
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schools, and in many areas build new school systems or seriously re- 
organize the school system? That is the practical effect of the decision 
in many areas. 

Dr. Browne.t. That is the sort of thing that would require the 
study of the particular school situation. As we know, in the District 
of Columbia, when they changed from the situation of separate schools 
to the desegregated schools, it did not necessitate a mayer change in 
their school-building situation. It was a matter of utilizing the fa- 
cilities that they had. That would be possible in some places. Per- 
haps it is not as readily possible in some others. 

The problem that you get into in trying to provide for the kind of 
assistance that I see in this proposed amendment would be that there 
would be the requirement to get into each one of those local community 
situations to determine—in case you had a question as to whether 
reorganization and school building was needed—might very well get 
into the area of considerable judgment. There would be the greater 
possibility of the Federal authorities who would be responsible for 
administering the program to have to make decisions that in effect 
would be controlling decisions in the way in which the schools were 
organized. 

am very much of the opinion that the Federal Government should 
leave the management and control of school situations in the hands of 
the local communities and the States. I would feel that this would 
be required. The exercise of judgment as to when the reorganization 
should take place and how it should take place as a matter of the ad- 
ministration of this act might be undesirable. 

Mr. Upatu. One of the central features of Public Law 815 has been 
to recognize the importance of local prerogatives and local control 
of schools, 

Dr. Brownetu. Yes. 

Mr. Upau. I certainly contemplated, in drafting this bill, conserv- 
ing that principle and using existing machinery. I quite frankly am 
not impressed at all with the argument that there would be difficulties 
in administration. As evidenced by all the amendments we have had 
and the experience your department has had, Public Law 815 has not 
been exactly easy to administer. 

Mr. Browne. No. 

Mr. Upatt. I think the gravity of the problem compels us to make 
an attempt at it. 

The chairman has assured me that this bill will be programed before 
the committee, and I will have an opportunity to ah a presentation 
on it, and I hope that the Department will perhaps reconsider the 
position stated in the report. But I would say that I am very bit- 
terly <lisappointed with the position that the administration has taken 
on this legislation. My feeling, if I may express my views to you, as 
spokesman for the department, is that there 1s a very definite need for 
a positive, constructive program. I think the rest of the country can 
do something in a positive way to help. My chief complaint is that 
nobody has a program. The ident in his press conferences has 
plenty of free advice. The Democrats who want to be President have 
plenty of free advice to the States affected, and the Congress has 
much free advice. But it seems to me that if this is not the answer, let 
us come up with something else, and see if we cannot share the finan- 
cial burden. 
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I am perfectly aware of the fact that the local communities have to 
solve the human relations involved. But it seems to me that the Con- 
gress and the country could do something to help pick up the check 
where reorganization of school plants are needed. 

Unless you can call the Powell amendment a program—I frankly ° 
cann ere is no program before the Congress. I think it is 
incumbent upon all of us to begin thinking as best we can about what 
we can do to formulate some type of program. This, as amended, or 
something entirely new to provide some assistance by the country. 

Mr. Wier. Will the gentleman yield? ' 

Mr. Uparu. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. I have listened intently to your presentation, but the 
thing that bothers me now is that under 815 and under 874 there are 
very definite yardsticks that have to be met as to the school enrollment 
that prohibit any funds from either of these bills being allocated to 
any school district. In other words, how do you meet this question of 
the yardstick, particularly in a school district in which no yardstick 
is used except the fact that the Supreme Court has declared there shall 
be some reorganization of the school district ? 

Mr. Upat. It is my thought that the machinery of Public Law 815 
has been thoroughly tested for 6 years. It isa working program. We 
have working machinery set up. I propose that we use these tried and 
tested personnel and this machinery to work out a program. I see no 
difficulties. If the gentleman will study my bill, it was prepared hastily 
and it is hardly perfect, but I think standards can be set. I think it is 
very easy to determine eligibility. I think it would be very easy to 
administer. I think drawing on the experience we have had under 


Public Law 815, we could — formulate a good title V to Public 


Law 815 embracing the new problem that has arisen since the law was 


enacted. 

I hepe the gentleman will study the bill very carefully and give me 
the benefit of his su ions. 

Dr. Browne. May I comment on that to say that we have studied 
the bill very carefully. I would call attention to this one particular 
difference. The bill says that the basis for determining when they 
come in would be that each eligible local agency shall be entitled to re- 
ceive an amount as to the number of children enrolled in the schools 
at the end of the school year, whose integration requires school con- 
struction: This question of determining whether integration requires 
the construction of school facilities immediately puts the department 
in the position of getting into deciding when integration requires con- 
struction of school facilities. 

Mr. Upaus.. If I may say I certainly never contemplated the depart- 
ment trying to tell anyone what todo. The district comes to your de- 
partment and makes an application. It says we are ready to go ahead 
with an integration program and here is our plan and you determine 
whether we are eligible or not. That is the way the bill contemplates 
it. 

Dr. Brownetu. That is right. 

Mr. Upatn. We have had schools under the separate but equal 
idea. We want to abandon 1 school and build 5 new classrooms in a 
cental location. That is what the bill contemplates. I think perhaps if 
we understood what the bill proposed to do a little better, maybe we 
would be in closer agreement than would appear at the moment. 
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Mr. Ruopes. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Upaty. Yes. 

Mr. Ruopes, I would like to ask my colleague from Arizona a ques- 
tion about the bill. Suppose we adopted the gentleman’s bill as title 
*V and supposing the aaa district which is not integrated is other- 
wise eligible for entitlement under other titles of the act, would it be 
the effect. of the gentleman’s bill that such a school district would not 
be eligible for entitlement under other titles of the act if, in fact, 
it is not an integrated school district ? 

Mr. Uva. No. This would be a special program. It is positive 
and affirmative. All a district would have to do is to come forward 
and file an application with a desegregation plan. That would make 
it eligible for whatever housing was needed in order to carry out 
that plan. It would say nothing about the other four titles of the 
act. 

Mr. Ruopes. In other words, if a school district were not willing to 
integrate, it could still make application under the other titles of the 
act, and receive money under other titles of the act? 

Mr. Upa.. I assume that is being done at the present time. 

Mr. Ruopes. I want to know the effect of the bill. It merely sets 
up a new category of entitlement, so that. if a district desires to inte- 
grate and present a plan, under this new title would be an entitlement 
which does not now exist. 

Mr. Upauu. That is right. 

Mr. TxHompson. Would the gentleman yield further ? 

Mr. Upauu. Yes. 

Mr. Tuompson. Is it your view that under the existing law, 874 and 
815, and under the Supreme Court decisions, that there is a responsi- 
bility, and the law is already established with respect to constructing 
schools which might be desegregated ? 

Mr. Upatu. As far as to what the courts might do at the present time 
under Public Law 815 grants, or what the department could do, I 
think we get into a lawyer’s argument about that. It does seem plain 
at the moment what the law is as declared by the Supreme Court. 

Mr. THompson. So this would alleviate in a sense any embarrass- 
ment in the administration of the existing titles. 

Mr. Upatu. It would seem tome it would. AsI picture the program 
and the philosophy and practical reasoning behind it, a lot of commu- 
nities that are poised on more or less dead center would say let us go 
ahead and try it out, and you would strengthen their hand and say we 
are not going to have to bond our community or build a panipalical 
school plant, the Federal Government will put up the money. Thereby 
in a positive, helpful way we would be saying to these people, we are 
ready to help you if you want to go ahead with the program. 

Mr. Wier. Will you yield to another question ? 

Mr. Upatn. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. Then your bill would make it necessary for the people of 
Minnesota, North Dakota, Wisconsin, Michigan, and all the rest of 
the northern tier of States to untangle your mess. 

Mr. Upatu. Precisely. I feel there is a national responsibility in- 
volved. My own State would do likewise. If a little help from the 
rest of the country will ease the way forward so that we can solve 
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this problem in an orderly democratic way, I think it will be a very 
great achievement. I am willing to vote that my people be taxed 
to do it. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Rhodes, do you want to interrogate the witness? 
_ Mr. Ruopes. Dr. Brownell, one of the provisions of S. 3525 or 3526 
is elimination of the 3 percent absorption under Public Law 874 for 
the years 1956, and 1957, and the 2 fiscal years of extension. Do you 
have any idea how much money that might cost the Federal Govern- 
ment ! 

Dr. Browne, The 3 percent absorption clause would cost $21 
million, as our estimate, as to the cost of further postponement or 
elimination of the 3 percent. absorption. 

Mr. Ruopes. Is that $21 million a year? 

Mr. Griessy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. Turning to the question of military personnel taken 
up in the Thompson bill, I wonder if we should pass such an amend- 
ment as that if we would not also be in a position of having to 
take care of the situation of other Government employees who are 
transferred on Government orders. We have Government employees 
who are transferred around the country and to foreign countries. I 
wonder if their children would not be equally entitled to consideration. 

Dr. Browne.u, That was one of the points we had in mind, Con- 
gressman Rhodes, in our indication that what we were trying to do 
was study this and the other amendments in their total relationship. 
If you make such a provision for the families of the military personnel 
that may be transferred, the question can well be raised, is it not 
equally desirable to do that for other Government employees, those 
that may be in the Department of States or that may be in the De- 
partment of Agriculture, or some other Federal agency where the 
man is transferred to another Government post. 

Mr. Ruopves. Do you have any idea of the cost of this particular 
amendment to the Government ? 

Dr. Browne i. I would say at the present time we do not have 
enough information about the number of people involved to make any 
real good estimate on the cost of that. 

Mr. Ruones. I yield to the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. Tompson. I recognized at the time I drafted this amendment 
or caused it to be drafted, that this was a problem with respect to 
other Government employees. I was trying to take cognizance of 
the fact that the services have had a great deal of difficulty in keeping 
career people. We have an incentive act for them. 

My view at the moment is that there is a special problem because of 
that. I would not foreclose any other Federal employees. I could 
easily be convinced that all should be included. Perhaps I would 
go further than Dr. Brownell or you, Mr. Rhodes. I just want to 
make that statement. 

Mr. Ruopes. Does the gentleman have any idea how much this 
amendment might cost? 

Mr. Tuomprson. No; I don’t. I am informed by my own school 
authorities, and. Mr. Forrester, as to the approximate numbers in two 
co ional districts. I could not estimate, therefore. I would not 
think that it would be terribly high. 

Mr. Raoves. Of course we have another matter to consider here, 
too. That is in the event that anybody resides in a community for 
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any length of time, he probably is going to buy a house and become 
a taxpayer. Also the State by passing appropriate legislation can 
certainly require that individual to share somewhat in the expenses 
of the schools. 

Mr. Tuompson. I agree. In New Jersey our tax structure is such 
that if a man did buy a house he would be contributing, because we 
have no State income or sales tax. The only source of revenue for 
the school systems is the real-estate tax, and a 3-cents-a-pack cigarette 
tax. 

Mr. Ruopes. There is also a provision in the Senate bills for the 
— of 4 (a) children whose parents either live on or work on 

ederal property, without the qualifying percentage, which to my 
thinking puts us in the Federal impact business from now on. Do you 
have any idea how much this particular amendment might cost? 

Dr. Brownetx. Do you recall which bill that is in? 

Mr. Ruopes. I think it is 3525. I think that is the one that deals 
with 874. 

Dr. Browne. Is this the one that would reduce the requirement 
for payment resulting from sudden or substantial increase ! 

r. Ruopges. No; this is the one where section 4 (a) children, or 
children whose parents either work or live on Federal property are 
made eligible for payments under 874, without any qualifying per- 
centage in the school district. 

Dr. Brownett. That would be the one that would eliminate the 
3 ae absorption requirement and the eligibility requirements. 

Mr. Ruopes. | think it has nothing to do with the 3 percent absorp- 
tion. You are probably right on the eligibilit uirements. 

Dr. Brownety. The estimate under the Fulbrig at bill, where you 
would eliminate the requirements including the 3 percent absorption in 
the eligibility requirements of 3 and 6 percent with the qualifications 
that they have to have 10 children as a minimum in order to partici- 
pate, would cost about $35 million annually as nearly as we can esti- 
mate. I am not sure I am answering your question, Congressman. 

Mr. Ruopes. I think from what you said you are answering my 
question. $35 million annually. 

Dr. Brownetu. That is the best estimate we can make at this time. 

ar Ruopes. Do you have any idea how many children that might 
affect ? 

My arithmetic is not quite fast enough but it runs at the rate 
of approximately $154 per pupil. I do not know how many of those 
children are children that we count in full because their parents 
live on and work on Federal property, and how many of those are 
children that we count as half the cost because of the fact that their 
parents may work on Federal property, but not live on Federal prop- 
erty, and vice versa. So that the number we would guess would be 
around 400,000. 

Mr. Wier. That is a good investment. 

Mr. Ruopes. There is a provision in 8. 3525 which provides that 
children who reside in federally owned — and who are eligible 
for Federal payments retain the same eligibility for a period of 1 
year after the Federal housing is disposed of either to private owners 
or municipal housing authorities. z 

I might say that this particular provision strikes a chord.in my heart, 


because that very same thing happened to a school district in my’ 
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particular co ional district when a housing unit was sold to the 
county of Maricopa with the thought that there would be payments in 
lieu of taxes and they suddenly discovered that the laws of Arizona 
did not allow a county to pay in lieu of taxes. So this school district 
was in serious trouble. 
Do you have any idea how much that particular amendment might 
cost ? 

Dr. Brownetu. We do not have any figures on it. 

Mr. Ruopegs. Very well. 

Mr. Gricssy. We just received a copy of that bill Saturday morn- 


ing: 

Mr. Ruopes. I presume, Mr. Chairman, before the hearings are over 
we can get better figures on these various items which are in S, 3525 and 
S. 3526, and which I understand will be incorporated in the bill which 
the chairman intends to introduce ? 

Mr. Perxtns. That is right. 

Mr. Ruopes. I will not belabor this point any further, and I hope 
we can get the figures at the proper time. 

Mr. Seeenee. Do you wish to interrogate the witness further? 

Mr. Wier. No, sir, as long as he is coming back. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Brownell, do you have any further remarks? 

Dr. Brownewu. No, only that I am glad to be back again to meet 
with this committee, and I look forward with pleasure to meeting with 
you after you have had the hearings with the superintendents, and we 
will try to have more definite information for you at that time in 
reference to the ific bills. 

Mr. Perxrns. Will you manage to keep your representatives here 
all during the hearings? 

Dr. Brownetu. Yes, sir, I will see to it that someone is here. 

Mr. Wier. Before you leave, Doctor, will you just briefly reflect your 
reaction to the 2-year extension of 874% I think the subcommittee 
may be inclined to extend both for 2 years. 

. Browne. I think our general reaction to be that there might 
be more merit to extending 874 for 1 year than 2, and have the 2 bills 
expire at the same time if it seems to be desirable to extend 874 at all. 
If the committee would feel that the chances of legislation in the next 
session of Congress to recognize any continuing impact would be un- 
desirable—that there was a chance that could not be handled in the 
early part of the session—then we feel we would have no objection to a 
1 year extension. I think it would be perhaps to consider a 1-year 
extension rather than a 2-year. 

Mr. Wier. What disturbs me with that position is that I might be in- 
clined to go along with you if a number of rather doubtful amend- 
ments were offered and accepted. On the basis that no amendments 
of any material weight are added to the present bill, I just cannot fore- 
see any difficulty you would have with a 2-year extension. I can under- 
stand your fear if we add some very doubtful amendments that you 
may have some question about. 

Mr. Perrys. Under those circumstances you would not strenu- 
ously object to a 2-year extension then of 874, would you, Dr. Brownell? 

. Browne. I think I am already on record saying that we 
would not strenuously object to a 1-year extension, and I think the 
point is well taken that if no major amendments were made, that there 
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would probably not be great harm in the 2-year extension. I have in- 
dicated what we would favor, however. 
Mr. Perkins. The committee will recess and reconvene at 1 p.m. 
(Whereupon, at 11:35 a. m., a recess was taken-until 1 p. m., the 
same day. ) 
AFTERNOON SESSION 


The committee reconvened at 1 p. m., upon the expiration of the 
recess. 

Mr. Perkins. Let the record show we obtained permission froin 
the House to continue hearings this afternoon while the House was 
im session. 

Mr. Bennerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for this 
privilege to testify. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Bennerr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to ap- 
pent before your committee today to testify on the bills related to 

ublic Law 815 and Public Law 874 of the 8ist Congress. 

I would like to express my wholehearted approval of proposals 
now before you which would extend Public Law 851 and Public Law 
874 beyond their present expiration dates. 

There are two strong reasons why the Federal Government has an 
obligation to assist in the education of servicemen and defense work- 
ers under circumstances where there is a particular burden on a. local 
community. First, Federal property is exempt from local real-estate 
taxes. 

Thus, without this legislation, the Federal Government does not 
accept the usual responsibility of the property owner to pay taxes 
necessary for free public education. 

Second, while toking land off the tax rolls, the Federal defense ac- 
tivity brings an influx of children of servicemen and defense workers 
who must be educated. 

These two circumstances create an obligation. But it is not just a 
matter of obligation. It is a matter of necessity. Some communities 
are simply unable without this assistance to provide sufficient school 
housing and operating expenses for the influx of children brought by 
a Federal defense activity. 

I have an outstanding example in my own district in Clay County 
where there is a low population and a fairly large Federal installation 
which gives rise to a situation from that standpoint alone there. 

There are 60,000 acres in addition of a standby camp in this county, 
that does not even have a military personnel in it. 

You can readily see with that kind of impact in the county that 
they have had a very serious problem. 

Perhaps Duvall County might be able to make out all right because: 
it has a large population, and might conceivably be able to absorb 
it. 

I would also like to testify in favor of legislation to eliminate the 3 
percent absorption clause. This clause discriminates against local 
schools which, like Florida schools, are administered on a county- 
wide basis instead of an individual district basis. 
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This is because the 3 percent absorption is applied against total 
average daily attendance, while the majorit of our federally con- 
nected pupils are in a localized area near military or naval installa- 
tions and as a practical matter it is impossible to localize the Federal 
impact area, in many cases. 

I hope this committee will see fit to eliminate the 3 percent absorp- 
tion clause or, at least, prevent its coming into operation at this time. 

While I am testifying I also would like to say a word in favor of 
my bill, H. R. 3086, which is now before your committee. 

This bill would provide Federal construction assistance to the States 
for the portion of school construction costs which is attributable to 
Negroes and Indians. This assistance would be given whether or not 
a State’s schools are segregated, but the funds would have to be used 
for improving education facilities for these races. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that the Federal Government has an ob- 
ligation arising out of our Nation’s history, to assist in the education 
of members of these races, and that it has never contributed as it 
should to their education. 

This is a bill which I have introduced over the period of the last 
Ba tig “mre 8 or 10 years, ever since I have been in Congress. 

he first step I made on the floor of the House was in favor of 
this legislation. 

Mr. Perxrys. I certainly wish to compliment the gentleman from 
Florida for his outstanding work in behalf of this legislation. As it 
happened, the gentleman from Florida and I had the pleasure of 
taking the oath together on January 3, 1949. 

You may rest assured that your views will receive full considera- 
tion and your contributions in the past and your appearances before 
this committee in the past, have meant a lot to us. 

Mr. Bennerr. Thank you very much. 

I assure you that those fine thoughts are entirely mutual. I have 
watched with great interest the wonderful contributions you have 
made inthe field of education, labor, and elsewhere in the Congress. 

Mr. Perxtns. Does the gentleman from Georgia wish to inter- 
rogate the witness ? 

Mr. Tompson. I would like to thank our colleague and very good 
friend: Mr. Bennett. 

Do you have any problem in your district with children in your 
one impacted county whose father is ordered elsewhere, and who 
remain a while, keeping them there ? 

Mr. Bennett. I think there is a problem there. Whether I would 
be in a position to give you statistical information—I certainly could 
not be today. Whether I would be able to work up any, I do not know. 

I think there is a substantial problem in our area in that way. 

Mr. Tuompson. I have some legislation in two bills, the second of 
which is H. R. 10118. This bill was necessitated by suggestions 
made by Mr. Forrester of Georgia, who has Fort Benning in his dis- 
trict. I have two great installations, one Army and one Air Force, 
frequently the father is ordered overseas, has no place to move his 
family, so leaves them there. 

Under the existing law they are taken off the rolls whereas in fact 
they are just as much a part of his career there as they would be in 
other places. 
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These bills of mine are intended to alleviate that situation. 

Mr. Bennett. I certainly think that is a proper extension of this 
law. I feel it is only just that that be done. 

I hope this committee can favorably report your bill. I have not 
read them. 

Mr. Tuomrson. There are amendments to the two laws if we do it. 
Of course, there are attendant problems respecting other Federal 
employees, what should be done for them; how far this should go. 

We are faced with just this particular problem and that is why 
we handle it in this way. 

Now, with respect to this H. R. 3086, your bill, I would say that I 
am in agreement. I commend you for the whole project and I cer- 
tainly am in agreement with respect to the Indians. 

With respect to the Negroes, I fully subscribe to the thought that 
the Nation has a historic obligation and should do something for them. 
I am not sure that I would agree that the Federal Government should 
cont me funds anywhere where you are going to build a segregated 
school. 

Mr. Udall has a proposition that yeu are undoubtedly familiar with, 
which would treat districts integrated as impacted areas and would 
give them special assistance. 

In other words, an affirmative approach to this very difficult. prob- 
lem, leaving the choice, if I understand this proposition, to the school 
district whether or not it shall integrate. 

But if it does, Mr. Udall’s bill, and if you have not read it, I com- 
mend it to you 
Mr. Bennett. I think Mr. Udall has brought it to my attention. 

Mr. Tuompson. This would be a positive approach without involv- 
ing the Congress, we feel, too deeply in the sociological problem of this 
thing, an incentive to care for these children, 

Of course, in the operation of the law it would do what. you are so in- 
terested in, in my opinion. 

Mr. Bennett. I am interested in getting better schools for colored 
people. Of course, in my home district there are some exemptions to 
this, but generally speaking colored schools are as good as white schools 
and in some instances dramatically better. 

For instance, the high school in my own county has a tremendous 
fine arts department whieh is available to. colored people and not. the 
white people. They havea splendid high school which would, I sus- 
pect, compare favorably to many college campuses and certainly many 
high schools in the country because there is a fairly large colored popu- 
lation in my home town, I would say a hundred thousand colored 
people live in my own town. 

y objective in introducing H. R. 3086 on January 3, 1949, and as 





I have reintroduced it, was not any ick to enter into the field of 
ation or no ion at all. It was a desire to provide better 
Rew for colored children and a desire to provide better schools for 


Indian children. 

Actually, the problem about Indians, although not.so numerically 
important, is a much more tragic one than with regard to the colored 
chide The vast majority of colored people do have reasonably 
decent schools to go to while there are large proportions of Indian 
children who have no adequate schools at all, even though in my State 
they can go to either the white school or colored school. 
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Nevertheless, there are not schools, generally speaking, throughout 
the United States available for many thousands of Indian children. 

My objective in introducing this bill was purely and simply, and not 
by any stratagem, or anything else, but purely and simply to provide 
better schools for these two races for the reasons I have stated. 

It does not enter into the question of segregation as far as I am 
concerned at all. It was not introduced with the idea of integration, 
but introduced with the idea of helping these students get an education. 

I would say offhand as you have described this Udall bill, it would 
seem to me it is more interested in the sociological aspect of forcing 
by law people to associate together in schools that it is in education. 

Of the two things, one to force them to associate together against 
their will by law in schools, and the other one to give them a better 
education, it seems to me that to give them a better education is by far 
the more important of the two ideas. 

Mr. Tompson. I did not raise the question, Mr. Bennett, at all, to 
embarrass you, because I have too high a respect for you and I have 
too much respect for your profound interest in the education of the 


a 
r. Bennett. You have not. in any way embarrassed me. 

Mr. THompson. I am just among many people who are concerned 
with this problem, It entered into this picture in this Congress to 
ai y extent that we have no school legislation which is so terribly 
nee . 

The Kelley bill is still in the Rules Committee. We do not know 
what is oing to happen to it, 


Mr. Udall’s bill in my opinion is one which would not in any sense 
force, it would just be an incentive. It is a moderate thing. I think 
it is a very thoughtfully conceived thing. 

Mr. Bennett. However, you have to admit that it does put the 
preeminence on the question of the sociological problem rather than 
the educational problem. 

Mr. Tompson. Well, depending on one’s view, I would have to 
admit that. 

Mr. Bennett. I am not saying whether our views differ or not 
because that is not the committee’s activity at this point. 

Mr. Tuompson. It would be sociological as well as educational. 

Mr. Bennerr. You mean the educational advantage of forcing 
regen to go to the same schools? 

r. THompson. No, not mg a just to make it available to the 
many school districts in the South, in particular, which are one by 
one voluntarily designing plans to enlarge and integrate their school 
system. 

"This would give them the special help which the people in that area 
need financially. 

Mr. Bennett. That bill may have merit, but off hand it seems to 
me that its major effort is to bring about integration rather than to 
educate. 

Of course, there may be some educational advantages to integration. 
I presonally do not believe in integration, but T see how people could 
believe the other way and obvionsly many of them do. 

Mr. Tuompson. The fact is that your primary interest is the same 
as mine, I am sure, and as our chairman here and Mr. Rhodes are 
interested in bettering the educational facilities of everyone. 

76765—56——8 
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Mr. Bennett. I do not want to take too much of the time of the 
committee, but I would like to say one thing before I quit about 
Federal aid to education. 

Of course, there is still another tact you can take on Federal aid 
to education which would be primarily educational and would prob- 
ably eliminate most if not all objections, That would be to aid the 
States that really need the assistance. My State does not need assist- 
ance. I have testified before this committee before that my State as 
a State does not need Federalaid. We area relatively well-to-do State. 

There is no reason why the Federal Government has to aid my State. 

I think the President of the United States when he was campaign- 
ing offered a tentative program along that line and I suspect he would 
prefer that type of program. 

I suggest if we came forth with a program like that we might make 
some progress on Federal aid to education. If we had a program 
which antes States which have a temporary financial problem, which 
would probably not be more than 6 or, at the most, 10, I think you 
could get a Federal aid to education program that would be accept- 
able to the vast majority of the people and would make a considerable 
amount of sense. 

But a great many people outside the question of race matters are 
disturbed about nationalization of education. 

I do want to say your committee has done an excellent job in getting 
into this problem. But if you are roadblocked and I know nothing 
about it, myself, because I certainly am not a part of the roadblock, 
I am not certain that I could vote for any bill—but if you are road- 
blocked, I would say there are several channels, one is 3086, one to assist 
the construction of colored schools and Indian schools and would go 
to the States which are most in need. 

Then there is another approach in the Udall bill which seems to me 
to put the emphasis on the sociological problem rather than upon the 
educational problem and, therefore, does not seem as attractive to me 
as 3086. or the bill which the President suggested in his campaign 
which was one to aid the really needy States. 

I think you could work out a bill like that. I think you would be 
happy instead of being roadblocked. 

e would not accomplish everything we had in mind, but he would 
accomplish a lot. After all, those who are interested in this race 
question, certainly we all fully appreciate that there are places where 
everybody can get together. Everybody in this country, the great 
vast majority in this country, want the colored race to be better edu- 
cated. Those who wish to see them amalgamated will say it will be 
easier after you educate them. 

Those who do not want to see them amalgamated say they are Amer- 
ican citizens and entitled to good education and regardless of the 
dangers inherent in better education among them we would welcome 
the opportunity to see them better educated. 

I think there is a realm in, which you have agreement and where 
you have realms of agreemené as to what is good for people; it seems 
to be sort of butt-headed to pursue cul de sacs instead of exploiting 
the softness where you are going to make some progress. 

To go adamantly on against a hard wall seems to me to be rather 
silly. 
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I hope we will be able to cut the Gordian knot and go shoulder to 
shoulder for the things that are good and perhaps we will all be happy 
in the result. 

I think you could get a complete agreement in the field of education 
for colored people provided it was not unduly oppressive in the way 
I have referred to and provided it really offered them an opportunity 
for better education. 

Mr. THompson. I share the hopes of everyone that sensible solu- 
tions based.on what is best for the greatest number of people will be 
arrived at. and that a great deal more temperance will be shown in 
all areas of thinking on this problem. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Bennett. I thank you. You have been very helpful to me to 
talk with because a lot of people do not talk as temperately, as thought- 
fully, and as kindly as you tb: 

r. Ruopes. I want to joint my colleague in congratulating the 
gentleman from Florida on his fine statement. I have been in several 
committee rooms where the gentleman from Florida has been testify- 
ing. I would like to say as far as I know he is as hard working a 
member of this body as we have and he does a uniformly fine job. 

Mr. Bennett, I would like to ask you a couple of questions on 3086. 
As I understand it, the formula under which payment will be made 
under that bill is based on a quotient arrived at by dividing the num- 
ber of Negroes and Indians in a school facility into the total number 


of pupils. 
Mr. BeENNerr. That sounds cr eisai but actually all it means 
is that part of the school which will be represented by that particular 


individual or that particular race will be paid for. 

Mr. Ruopes. Would that not have the effect of providing that the 
Government would give more money to a school which is completely 
one race than it would to a school which is integrated? 

Mr. Bennett. If they had the same population that would be true, 
but the object is to get better education to the colored people and 
it is available to both segregated and nonsegregated. 

There certainly would not be any premium in having segregated 
schools, because, say my home town community, say they have 25,000 
colored- students, there would be no financial incentive for them to 
have segregated schools because they would get the same amount of 
money in building a new school whether they had all colored in school 
or mixed. 

There would be no advantage to mixing them up. It has nothing to 
do with the question of integration. 

Mr. Ruopes. I quote from your bill: 

The Commissioner shall from the information contained in each project state- 
ment estimate the number of persons who will be students at the school facility 
with respe¢t'to which such project statement is filed. 

Now, sehiool facility to me means a schoolhouse. 

Mr. Bennerr. That is correct. 

Mr. Ruopes. In the event that you have a segregated school dis- 
trict and you are going to build a school in which nothing but colored 
students will attend, then under your formula you could get. 100 per- 
cent Federal money for the building of that school, whereas in my 
district where we are integrated if we had 10 percent colored, then we 
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could get 10 percent of the cost of the construction of the school and 
the rest of it would have to be borne by the State. 

Mr. Bennerr. Of course, there might be a case here and there where 
a particular county might profit that way, but there also might be an 
equal number of cases the other way. 

In other words, on the average there should be no difference between 
segregation and integration because you have to build a certain num- 
ber of schools and unless you would assume that, and there may be 
something to this, unless you would assume that there are vastly 
greater needs for colored schools—and I guess there is a substantially 
greater need for colored schools—to that extent there might be an 
emphasis upon segregated schools. 

But, after all, the question of segregation is a question of constitu- 
tional law: It is a question of interpretation and the courts are going 
to have to decide it. It is primarily not a matter for legislation. 1 
you can have segregated schools, then you can; and if you cannot, 
you cannot, 3 

Mr. Ruopes. Would you not agree with me that under the deci- 
sion of Brown against the Board of Education, that this Congress 
pace not very well pass a law which would encourage segregated 
schools. 

Mr. Bennett. No, I would not agree with you, but I do not think 
it is applicable, 

T have not given this particular line of thought very much eonsider- 
ation because it is an honest statement when i say to you that segre- 

qt not the primary thought in my mind when I introduced 
this bill. 

Now, there may have been in my mind something along this line 
when I introduced the bill because I introduced the bill in 1949, there 
may have been something in my mind like this, 

If we get better schools for colored people the colored people will 
not be quite so insistent on wanting to go to white schools because 
they will have good schools of their own and opportunities for leader- 
ship and so forth. 

far as I know the colored people are not insistent anyway in my 
area, but from reading the newspapers we judge they are in some 


areas, 

I undoubtedly thought about that somewhat, but it was not a tricky 
bill, it was not a design to accomplish some clever things. Jt was 
designed to help colored people get a better education. ay 

I had never thought about the fact that it might in some.instances 
give rise to more aid to schools in a particular area because the schools 
were segregated and I doubt that is so because I think on the average 
it would work out the other way. 

In other words, I would say there would be just as much chance that 
a school, say, in New York, where I oe they have. integrated 
schools, they might get very substantial benefit from this bill because 
they would have 5,000 colored people, 5,000 white people, they would 
get the benefit of the 5,000 colored and they might be able to build a 
new school for them which otherwise they would not be able to build. 

I might be wrong on that, but I never thought of this line of reason- 
ing before. ee 

r. Ruoves. I realize that. It is not my intention of acciising you 
of trying to put in a gimmick. I know you too well for that. 
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I just wanted to explore the philosophy behind it. 

r. Bennett. If you think it does and if you can arrive at any 
amendment which would take out the sh pe to segregated schools, 
if you come to the conclusion that it would and you can think of an 
amendment to the law which would eliminate it, I would have no 
objection. 

like the bill better the way it is, but if you can improve it that way 
by making it more feasible, I would like to see it passed. 

It has been before us now for 8 years and I think it is a good bill. 
be first speech I made on the floor of the House was in favor of this 
bill. 

I feel very deeply about it. I would not be introducing it every 
year and insisti be heard on it every time I come before this 
committee unless I thought it was a good bill. 

Mr. Wier. I am familiar with the bill. I am familiar with the 
problem it faces in this committee. 

As you say, you introduced it when you first came to Congress, which 
was the 81st Congress. I know your problem down there because I 
have been down in your community on this legislation. 

I think, generally speaking, you have the Indian population as a 
part benefactor of this legislation. I think that was discussed quite 
a bit last year. 

Mr. Bennett. There seemed to be a lot of enthusiam for the 
Indians. I may say I would like to take one step at a time. If 
somebody woul introduce this and apply this to Se where there 
is no controversy, I would be glad to testify in favor of their bill 
because I would like to take it step by step if I can. 

Mr. Wier. We touched on that subject in our revision of the two 
bills last year and the trend nationally over most of the United States 
is to ne the Indian children into the public schools and help that 
public school on the basis you talk about. 

In the northern part of our State where we have those large Indian 
reservations, last year we discarded about 7 or 8 of those little reserva- 
tion schoolhouses. 

Mr. Bennett. I am in favor of integrating Indian and white chil- 
dren in the same schools. I think it is a happy solution. 

As far as I can see, the Indian has been hel Deel by the patronizing 
attitude in this country. That would be a step forward toward help- 


him. 
i Wier. The Indian Bureau has never given him the full benefit 
and encouraging his getting an education as the school people do. I 
think it is working out very well up there in the northern part of our 
State. Wisconsin has completely discarded all desegregated schools. 

I think every school in Wisconsin now is opened up to the Indian 
reservations. seems to be the trend out in Montana and Arizona. 

Mr. Bennerr. I think this kind of bill, if just restricted to the 
Indians, would help that thing along and it would be a fair thi 
to do because the existence of these Indians has very little to do with 
the local population. 

The Indians in south Florida have practically nothing to do with 
the ordinary economy of the area. ey can go to the white schools 
if they want to; some do. 

But the majority, I understand, do not. If they could be induced 
to go to school, every bit of education you can get in everybody’s head 
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in this country is go’ng to make the country a stronger country. The 
more you educate the people of the South, the greater the South will 
be, and I am all for that along with the country being greater. 

Mr. Wier. Your bill would cause quite a bit of commotion right 
now. 

Mr. Bennett. It might. 

On the other hand, it might be a mechanism for breaking the pres- 
ent deadlock. Maybe it needs amendment. I do not know.* That 
is the way I thought it would be best introduced, but I am agteeable 
to any amendments that anybody may come upon that may make it 
more palatable or more attractive. 

I am not insistent on any particular idea. My major objective is 
to get education for colored people and Indians. When the colored 

eople get better educated, a lot of the problems we have today will 
be relatively unimportant. 

As far as the Indians are concerned, they are such a small propor- 
tion of the population that my feeling there primarily is one of tre- 
mendous sorrow that we have taken this land away from them and 
we have done so little to help them to live normal and happy lives. 

T do not think the Indians will do much toward changing the coun- 
try because there are so few Indians left, but the education of colored 
people will do a lot toward changing the country all for the better, 
and I am for strengthening the whole country that way. 

I certainly appreciate your letting me come before you. As you 
can see, I am no great authority on this subject, but I have deep feel- 
ings about what we should try to do. 

do appreciate this committee being so patient and kind to hear 
me on this. 

Mr. Perkins. We are glad to have you. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you very much. 

(The following supplemental information was subsequently fur- 
nished by the witness :) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., April 18, 1956. 
Hon, Cart D. PerKIns, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Federal Impact Education, 
House Education and Labor Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CyatrMAn: Enclosed is a letter which I have received from Mrs, 
Iva T. Sprinkle, superintendent of public instruction of Duval County, Fla. 
It seems to me that Mrs. Sprinkle has presented strong arguments in favor of 
your bill, H. R. 10227. I certainly hope the improvements outlined in her letter 
ean be enacted into law. 

Thanking you and with kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES BE. BENNETT, 
Member of Congress. 


Boarp or Pusiic INSTRUCTION oF Duvar County, 
Jacksonville, Fla., April 11, 1956. 
Congressman CHARLES BE. BENNETT, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear CONGRESSMAN BENNETT: It is my understanding that hearings are being 
held by Congress during this week with regard to Public Law 874. 

You no doubt are familiar with the provisions of House bill 10227 by Mr. 
Perkins of Kentucky. This bill proposes to establish a floor under the local con- 
tribution rate for payments under Public Law 874. 
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I am sure you know that many of the States other than some in the South 
finance public schools mostly from local funds. In Florida, for instance, the 
State’s contribution to the minimum foundation program amounts to almost 80 
percent whereas in some States in the Midwest and New England the local con- 
tribution amounts to anywhere from three-quarters to 90 percent of the total 
school cost. 

During 1953-54 the average per-pupil cost in Florida was approximately $217 
whereas the national average was $247. During the same period Duval County 
received approximately 59 percent of its funds from the State of Florida, 4 percent 
from the Federal Government, and 37 percent from local tax sources. 

Since the local contribution rate under Public Law 874 is determined on the 
basis of the amount of local taxes devoted to school purposes, it means that this 
county as well as other counties in Florida and many more in the Southern 
States, because of the arrangement in financing their individual school systems, 
are not receiving their pro rata share of Federal funds. We realize that the total 
amount spent per pupil in most Southern States is not equal to that of the wealth- 
ier areas, however, we should not be penalized simply because of the arrangement 
within our State of financing our schools. 

It is my understanding that the bill proposed by Mr. Perkins will help our situ- 
ation considerably. In view of this, I am enclosing a list showing the local school 
revenue per pupil by States, as used in allocating school funds under Public Law 
874. This list shows the amount of money the Federal Government pays for 
pupils classified under section 4 (a) (a pupil whose parent(s) live on and work 
on Federal property). Pupils under section 3 (b) (a pupil living on private prop- 
erty but whose parent(s) work on Federal property) would: mean the local ad- 
ministrative unit would be paid one-half of the amount shown on this list. In the 
case of Florida, we receive approximately one-half of $100, or roughly $50 per 
pupil. 


Local contribution rate for school payments, or the approximate amount paid 
on a4 (a) pupil to the various States 


New Hampshire $239. 98 $152. 72 
Illinois 237. 56 | O! 151. 51 
Vermont 234. 25 145. 70 
Wisconsin 145. 45 
Nebraska 
Connecticut 
Massachusetts. 
Rhode Island 
Iowa 
New York 
Colorado 
North Dakota 
New Jersey. 
Montana 
South Dakota 
Kansas 
Oregon 
Nevada i Mississippi 
Oklahoma ¥ North Carolina 
Delaware 
California 
Wyoming 
Pennsylvania 
Idaho caamudl 


We realize it is very difficult to write a law which will be fair to each State, 
however the discrepancy which is shown in this chart is too great to overlook and 
we hope that you will do everything possible to actively support Mr. Perkins’ bill 
which will correct, to a certain degree, a part of this unfair situation. 

We shall be glad to supply you with any information which may be helpful in 
support of this most important legislation. 

Yours very truly, 























Washington 
Michigan 




















Louisiana 
West Virginia___..._-.__.___ 
Kentucky 
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Iva T. SPRINKLE, Superintendent. 
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House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., April 23, 1956. 
Hon. Carr D. Perkins, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Law 815 and Public Law 874, 
House Education and Labor Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CuarnMaN: Enclosed is a letter which expresses the needs of our 
Florida schools with reference to H. R. 10227, your bill to extend and improve 
Public Laws 815 and 874. I would deeply appreciate the serious and careful 
consideration of your subcommittee of the views which Mr. Long has presented. 

Thanking you and with kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely, 
Cuarites B. BENNETT, 
Member of Congress. 





FLORIDA ASSOCIATION OF CoUNTY SUPERINTENDENTS, 


April 20, 1956. 
Re Proposed law to replace Public Law 874. 
Hon. Cuar.ers E. Bennett, M.C., 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0. 


Dear Str: Florida county school superintendents in every congressional dis- 
trict will appreciate very much if you will talk to your friends on the Education 
and Labor Committee and get their assurance that the floor in the proposed law 
to replace Public Law 874 will call for an amount not less than the average paid to 
schools in the United States during the preceding year. 

If the floor is written under the newly proposed law, we in Florida and other 
Southern States will not get the average of what the schools in the Northeast, 
Central, and Northwest sections of the United States receive, but the average of 
what the others will get if there were no such thing as comparables. Now, if the 
average of the local contribution rate of the United States is too much for us in 
the Southern States, we feel it is too much for the other sections of the country. 

We are anxious to keep the comparables in the law. We are not knocking it. 
We are saying that the child in our school is just as good and just as deserving as 
any in the country and entitled to “not less than average L. C. R. payment.” 

The local contribution rate of Florida and many Southern States that have a 
minimum foundation program for Schools as determined by the Federal Office of 
Education works an undue hardship on these States. For example, the average 
expenditure per child in the State of Florida for education per year is approxi- 
mately $265. However, by the formula used by the Office of Education to deter- 
mine the local contribution rate, they only give us credit for spending approxi- 
mately $108 per child per year. This is becauSe we receive funds from the State 
through the minimum foundation program, although these funds are derived from 
local taxation throughout the State. Whereas, Kansas or some other State is 
getting a much higher local contribution rate because they do not have a minimum 
foundation program. 

We sincerely hope that you will help us get this average floor in the newly 
proposed law. 

Yours very truly, 
Hires ©. Lone, 
Superintendent, Clay County. 


_ House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. ©., April 24, 1956. 
Hon. Cart D. Peekrns, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Law 815 and Public Lmao 874, 
House Education and Labor Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHATRMAN: Enclosed is a letter which expresses the needs of our 
Florida schools with reference to H. R. 10227, your bill to extend and improve 
Public Laws 815 and 874. I would deeply appreciate the serious ‘and careful 
se of your subcommittee of the views which Mrs. Sprinkle has 
presented. 

asa you and with kindest regards, I am 

ince: > 
CuaRtLes BD. Bennett, 
Member of Congress. 
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Boarp oF Pustic INsrructioN oF DuvaLL County, 
Jacksonville, Fla., April 28, 1956. 
Congressman CHARLES E, BENNETT, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. CO. 

DeaR CONGRESSMAN BENNeEtTT:- Thank you for your letter of April 13 advising 
that you have contacted the subcommittee considering H. R. 10227. Since writing 
to you I have been advised that the floor written under the newly proposed law 
to replace Public Law. 874 does not provide the average of what the other school 
districts in the country are now getting, but it is the average of what the others 
would get if there were no such things as comparables. 

The law as proposed was to provide a floor for 3a children of approximately 
$145. As it now is written it, appears that the floor will be $110. As pointed 
out to you in our letter of April 11, school districts in Florida and many other 
areas in the South, because of the high percentage of State support, are not 
receiving their proportionate share of funds under Public Law 874. 

Representative superintendents who have been attending committee hearings 
report that every attempt is being made to reduce the floor of this proposal 
to such an extent that it will not be much more equitable than was Public Law 
874 as to the distribution of funds. It has also come to my attention that the 
Commissioner of Education has testified very strongly against all nine points 
of the superintendents’ proposals. I strongly urge and will greatly appreciate 
it if you will talk to your friends on the Education and Labor Committee and 
get their assurance that the floor in the law will call fer “an amount not less 
than the average paid to schools in the United States during the preceding year.” 

Yours very truly. 
Iva T. SPRINKLE, Superintendent. 

Mr. Perkins. At this time we will hear from the gentleman from 
Georgia, Mr. Forrester, who has made several appearances before 
this committee. ‘ : 

We always appreciate your views, Mr. Forrester. If you are 
ready now, you may p ' 


STATEMENT OF HON. E. L. FORRESTER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Forrester. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to 

appear before this committee. 

want to take this opportunity of thanking you for this privilege 
and for the other courtesies that this committee has always shown 
me and my people. : 

Mr. Chairman, down in the district that I haye the privilege of 
representing, Fort Benning, which is probably the lar infantry 
center in all of this world, is located; in addition to that, Warner- 
Robins, Ga., that is a town there that has sprung up 100 percent 
because of the Robins Airfield located there. 

In other words now, the two largest cities in the district that I do 
repre are Colum Ga., where Fort Benning is located, and 

arner-Robins, where Warner-Robins Airfield is located. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, Warner-Robins was a little 
community of approximately 100 people at the time that they se- 
lected it as the location. Quite a few people down in the district do 
not recognize it, but it is the second largest city in the dis- 
trict, a city com of 25,000 and 30 people. 
acttt: Punens. When was the site selected Tt was 1940, was it 

Mr. Forrester. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that I cannot answer 
that. definitely. But I have an idea that it was 1940. 
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Anyway, with those two large military installations, of course, 
we have suffered a terrific impact because people have been brought 
there from the four corners of this Nation. Actually, at Warner- 
Robins practically every one of the children in that school are there 
because of the fact that their parents have moved down there and 
are connected with those defense activities. 

Mr. Wier. Mr. Forrester, what he asked you was, when did the 
Air Force move into Robins? 

Mr. Forrester. I thought I had answered that. I said to the 
chairman that I thought he was approximately correct, but I could 
ee you the exact year. I thank around 1942 or 1943 is about 
right. 

Mr. Wier. I was down in Georgia with the original Burke Com- 
mittee. We met at Atlanta and we had all of those military bases 
in there. That field was in operation before we were down there. 

Mr. Forrester. It certainly is what we would determine a recent 
installation, but the exact year I could not begin to tell you. 

Mr. Ruopes. Warner-Robbins Air Force Base is an air depot? 

Mr. Forrester. That is right. 

Mr. Ruopes. And employs a lot of civilians as well as having Air 
Force there? 

Mr. Forrester. Yes; it does. It serves a big area. 

What I am particularly interested in and which I get a lot of com- 
fort out of, and I certainly hope that you gentlemen are going to en- 
dorse, is this recent bill filed by the gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. 
Thompson, which is H. R. 10118. 

Mr. Chairman, in Muscogee County, the county that Columbus is 
located in, I have a letter in my possession from Mr. Shaw, superin- 
tendent of education and Mr, Shaw tells me that he has at least 1,000 
children who come within the classification that is set out in the bill 
by the gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. Thompson. 

What happens in those cases, Mr. Chairman, the soldier comes 
down to Fort Benning with his family. He gets a home. He stays 
there. When he is sent overseas or sent somewhere else, the wife and 
those children will remain in Columbus around Fort Benning. 

So we have the compulsory school law in Georgia. There is the 
requirement that those children must go to school. So you can see 
the terrific handicap that we have been operating under down there 
when he says that oo are thousands of those children and actually 
there would be enough that would constitute 2 plemnent sty schools of 
500 each, and yet not be allowed to receive Federal aid for building 
school rooms for those children or Federal aid for those children. 

Mr. Wier. Your school adminstrator in that county has made ap- 
plication, filed applications and filed what he thought were qualifica- 
tions for aid under both 815 and 874. 

Mr. Forrester. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wier. And they have been turned down? 

Mr. Forrester. That is right. That is as I understand it. I will 
ask the gentleman from New Jersey if that is not correct. 

Mr. Tuompson. That is my pom ya A 

Mr. Forrester. They have never had it, Mr, Wier, and they need it 
and they need it badly. ; 

Mr. KINS. Inasmuch has we have some representatives of the 
Office of Education here at this time when the representatives of the 
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department come back on the stand I would like to hear some comment 
on this particular situation on the applications. I am sure that the 
other members of the committee would, on this particular problem. 

Mr. Forrester. Mr. Chairman, that is about all I wanted to do. I 
wanted to tell you the situation that we are in. 

We are mightily glad to see this legislation which has been intro- 
duced by Mr. Thompson. We certainly hope that you gentlemen can 
pass it out of this committee favorably and assure you that if you do, 
we will try to do everything we can to try to make that the law of our 
country. 

Additionally, Mr. Chairman, I have a telegram which has just come 
to me this morning from Mr. Ernest R. Anderson, superintendent of 
the Peach County, Georgia, schools. If the chairman would allow 
me to I would like to put that telegram in the record so that it will 
show on its face what his recommendations are. I am sure you gentle- 
men will give it the consideration that it deserves. 

Mr. Perkins. You can read it right now if you want to. 

Mr. Forrester. The telegram is addressed to me. It says: 


Dear Mr. Forrester: Please appear before the subcommittee of the House 
Education and Labor Committee which is now holding hearing on Public Law 
874 and Public Law 815 and urge them to do the following about Public Law 874: 

1. Increase the present “floor” for local contribution rate under section 3 to 
“not less than the average local contribution rate for the Nation”; 

2. Eliminate the 3-percent absorption requirement ; 

3. Make the legislation permanent; 

4. Eliminate the qualifying percentage required under section 4 (a) where the 
applicant demonstrates need for Public Law 815, and urge the committee to: 

1. Make the legislation permanent ; 

2. Reinstate the concept of “entitlement” such as in the original act; 

3. Reduce the non-Federal growth requirement to 3 percent per year; 

4. Increase the rate of maximum facilities for children whose parents live on or 
work on Federal property. 


Mr. Perxrns. Does that conclude your statement, Mr. Forrester? 

Mr. Forrester. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Perxtns. I wish to state that I appreciate how you have pointed 
up your problem. I want to assure you that it will receive the con- 
sideration of the committee. You have made contributions to this 


a geen heretofore and I know that you have done so today. 
have no questions. Mr. Wier? 


Mr. Wier. I will take the music off my colleague, Mr. Thompson’s 
hands, right now because this morning we had Mr. Brownell, Admin- 
istrator of the department, on the stand. When our colleague here, 
Mr. Thompson, got his opportunity he questioned Mr. Brownell’s 

regarding this amendment that you refer to. 

If I remember it correctly, or maybe I should ask te a question 


before I recite it, these are children of the civilian and military per- 
sounel that come down there with their families and locate in this 
school district of Fort Benning. Is there a tendency within the vet- 
eran serviceman himself who is shipped abroad or transferred to some 
pe continental unit that the family stays there, or is there a turn- 
over 
Do they leave? I think that was the basis of your argument, Mr. 
os this morning. 
Fay orRESTER. There is some turnover, but a lot of them do stay 
ere 
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Mr. Wier. Indefinitely? 
Mr. Forrester. Yes, sir. Well, let us say it this way: 

As long as that —— or that husband is in the service, they do 
stay there because Fort Benning is a place that you ultimately return 
to if you stay in the Army long because so far as the infantry is con- 
cerned, I think that is just about the last word in the United States. 

Mr. Wier. I think Dr. Brownell, one of his responses to Con - 
man Thompson was that there has to be a limitation on this family 
that the serviceman left behind at Fort Benning. He was inquisitive 
as to whether this amendment would continue this aid to whatever 
school district this veteran serviceman’s wife and children moved to, 
where the kids went to school. 

He said if that was to be the status of the amendment, then certainly 

ractically every married veteran would be given credit wherever his 
kids went to school for impact. 

Mr. Forrester. Well, I think I can say to you truthfully that quite 
a few of them when they come down there to Fort Benning they are 
taking a course and they are in the infantry and suddenly if they are 
going to make it a career to any extent, they feel that instead of mak- 
ing 2 or 3 moves they stay down there as a kind of home base because 
when the husband does get back from overseas or wherever he is, he 
is going to be back at Fort Benning and will be doing military service 
there. 

Mr. Perxtns. Mr. Metcalf. 

Mr. Meroaur. I have no rea Mr. Chairman. I am always 

lad to have our colleague appear before this committee and present 
the roblem that he has presented today. 
r. Forrester. Thank you, Mr. Metcalf. 

Mr. Perxrns. Mr. Thom q 

Mr. Tompson. I woul like to thank our colleague, Mr. For- 
rester, for his contribution. I think I made it clear this morning, 
Mr. Forrester, that I had introduced earlier H. R. 7767 and.that, 
thanks to you, the problem in Fort Benning which also existed at 
Fort Dix and McGuire Air Base and which undoubtedly exists at all 
military installations, was called to my attention. 

It was for that reason, at your suggestion, that I amended it and 
we have now H. R. 10118. 

Mr. Wier has recited accurately what transpired this morning. I 
emphasized to Mr. Brownell that this amendment specifically limits 
the aid to those who move to a military area within a commuting dis- 
tance and whose stay there when the serviceman, and it — only 
to the serviceman, is transferred to another continental or out 
of the country, 

1 think you made a very good point when you said that Fort Ben- 
ning—the same would apply at Fort Belvoir and at Quantico—is the 
base for that branch of the service, in this case the infantry and in 
the course of their training and their service, men are frequently 
anmigned out and back again for further training. 

ey have infantry schools of all types at Fort Benning. 

At Aa Se the marine returns any number of times. The same 
at Belvoir for the engineers. 
jot amine to be ease at McGuire in New Jersey for the Air 

orce. 
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Therefore, I think that this is reasonable, that the impact is in your 
case very dramatic, a thousand children or so, and I introduced this 
after you spoke to me, I believe in August, about it and I studied it 
and discussed it, and you and I discussed it many times and you showed 
me the correspondence from your district. which was san elpful and 
on that basis after what I feel is a pretty thorough evaluation of the 
problem, we agreed that this would be good legislation. 

I have sy oe that it will be included. 

Mr. Forrester. I certainly appreciate the gentleman giving me 
the opportunity of talking to him. And the gentleman trying to 
provide for this situation which I have discussed by appropriate 


egislation. 

I would like to say to the chairman and to the other members of 
this committee, Columbus or Muscogee County has been living with 
this problem for some time. As a matter of fact, we have been called 
upon down there and we have had to, with gp money, take 


into our schools sugrerimetely, 1,000 of those children that are the 
result 100 percent of their pesente having been located down there at 
Fort Benning purely for the purpose of defense of their country. 

Mr. Perxins. Mr. Rhodes, 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Chairman, I want to join with my colleagues on 
the committee in thanking you for coming here, Mr. Forrester. I 
have found since I have known you that you have always been very 
zealous in presenting the arguments of your constituents and taking 
care of your people. 

I think you are to be complimented and they are to be congratulated 
on having somebody like you to do it. 

I would just like to ask one or two questions. Do you know whether 
the aetivity of people who have been stationed at Fort Benning and 
who their children there would encompass the purchase of a 
home 

Do most of them buy a home in the area in which to leave their chil- 
dren when they take off for parts unknown ? 

Mr. Forrester. Some of them do, but I do not think a large number 
of them do. I think they are operating on the idea that they are ulti- 
mately going to return and that in order not to completely destroy 
the child’s opportunities to get an education, that is being carried 
from pillar to post as their soldier father moves, realizing he is going 
to come back to Fort Benning ultimately, the best thing to do is to 
keep the children down there in the school which is a good school and 
where they can have an opportunity to go into their studies without 
interruption. 

It. is a terrible thing for a child to be snatched out of one school, 
be in another school for 2 or 3 months, and then another school, be- 
cm the child never gets acquainted with the school or the school- 
children. 

Mr. Rupes. Do they have i public housing near Fort Benning or 
Warner-Robins where these children might live ¢ 

Mr. Forrester. Yes; a tremendous amount. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do you know whether the Government pays anything 
to school districts in which public housing is located at this law as 
x Federal impaction ? 


Mr. Forrester. I am not sure about that, but I think so 
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Mr. Ruopes. What I am getting at is this: Does the State of Georgia 
have any way, or the oinel district, to collect taxes or anything else 
from the family which would offset in any manner or means the cost 
of the schooling for children ? 

Mr. Forrzster. None whatever that I am aware of. I do not think 
they make a single contribution. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do you have a property tax on homes which supports 
the school district ? 

Mr. Forrester. The property tax in Georgia on homes is prac- 
tically nonexistent because they have a homestead which is granted to 
them down there. Actually, our property tax down in Georgia is 
almost insignificant. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do you support your schools from other forms of taxa- 
tion? What principal forms of taxation do you use? 

Mr. Forrester. Sales tax and from the sale of liquor and intoxicat- 
ing drinks. 

Mr. Ruopes. So if people live there and drink or eat, they would 
have to pay the tax? 

Mr. Forrester. If they live over there in that reservation, they are 
buying from the canteens and from the PX and that is what most of 
them do, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is right, they have permission to buy from the 
commissary where they pay no State tax. 

Mr. Forrester. Yes. Of course, they will do that because actually 
some of them would be hard put to have the necessities of life if that 
was not true because quite a few of those parents are making very 
little money when they are serving their country. 

Mr. Ruopes. So this has been a real Federal impact on those dis- 
tricts around the bases? 

Mr. Forrester. It is a tremendous impact, a sudden terrific impact 
with Muscogee County, but down at Warner-Robbins, Mr. Rhodes, 
I never saw anything like it in my life. It is 100 percent impact. 

I tell you there were about 100 people there until they put that air- 
field down there. 

Mr. Ruoves. Would it be possible, Mr. Chairman, to ask Mr. Lilly- 
white if he has the figures as to the amount of money which Warner- 
Robbins or Muscogee County receives under 815 or 874, or did receive 
in the last fiscal year. 

Mr. Littywurre. Muscogee County has received for construction 
since the program was initiated $3,577,561 as of last October. 

I do not know whether there has been any allocation since that 
time. 

Now, Congressman, is it Houston County that Warner-Robbins is 
in? 

Mr. Forrester. That is right. 

Mr. Littywurre. What is the city? 

Mr. Forrester. Warner-Robbins. 

Mr. Liutywurre. Is it rot | 

Mr. Forrester. That is the county seat. ‘They have received 
$2,224,644 for construction. I can give you the maintenance and 
operation last year in just a minute. 


* 











ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 37 


Houston County received last year $158,929, for maintenance and 
operation under 874, and Muscogee County received $183,405 under 
Public Law 874. 

Mr. THomeson. Dr. Lillywhite, maybe you can clarify the question 
which was raised earlier. They would receive aid as long as the parent 
remained at the installation; is that not so? 

Mr. Littywuire. Yes. The law reads that way. You count for 
entitlement purposes under 815 the increase during the period covered 
by the act in the federally connected children in the two categories 
we are concerned with now. 

The one category is children who live on Federal property with a 
parent employed on Federal property located in the same State or 
within reasonable commuting i 

Under the second category the increase in children who either live 
on Federal property or live with a parent employed on Federal prop- 
erty located in the same State within reasonable commuting distance 
of the residence of the school child. 

When there they are sent overseas they simply are not eligible under 
the act. 

That is all there is to it, under the B category children. 

Now, under the A category children if they live on the base on 
Federal property they are counted as an aid child. You amended the 
act in 248 to provide that when the parent is sent overseas you still 
count that child as an aid child if they live on Federal property. 

You did not amend the act to do the same thing for 815 on con- 
struction. 

Mr. Perxrys. Mr. Wainwright. 

Mr. Warnwrieut. I would like to join my colleagues in congratu- 
lating you. I amsure there are a lot of other members who fall under 
Mr. Thompson’s bill. 

Mr. Forrester. I thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairman, would you allow me to make one more statement ? 

Mr. Perxus. Certain! , 

Mr. Forrester. I would like to say that Mr. Lillywhite has co- 
operated with us in every way on earth that he could. I want it un- 
derstood that so far as we are concerned, his actions toward us have 
bese splendid. It has been the fault of the law and not Mr. Lilly- 
white, 

But I did want to come over here and point up to you gentlemen the 
fact that we have 1,000 children down there in our schools now which 
you have no law to cover. That is a handicap that we have been 
operating under for some years. 

Mr. Prerxins. Are there any other questions ! 

Thank you very much, Mr. Forrester. 

Mr. Forester. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M, QUIGLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Quietey, As Mr. Wainwright last year noted, I did appear 
before your committee as an advocate in behalf of legislation which 
was designed to correct a ific problem that involved I believe some 
27 school districts throughout. the country, but as far as I was con- 
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cerned it involved particularly the Carlisle Joint School District in 
the 19th District of Pennsylvania. 

The committee in its wisdom saw fit to correct that problem as well 
as some other problems such as the absorption formula which was 
plaguing school districts, I know for certain, in the 19th District of 

ennsylvania and I am fairly sure in other areas of the country. 

Just last week the House passed an ap ropriation bill which in- 
cluded funds to carry out the provisions o Pub ic Law 382 as amended 
last year, and I am sure that the members of this committee are as 
pleased as I am that that happened. 

I just want to take this opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to express m 
own appreciation, as well as the appreciation of the school officials 
from Carlisle for the splendid cooperation we did receive when we 
appeared before you last year and what bappened subsequent to that. 

I merely want to go on to say that the problem of Federal impacted 
areas is acontinuous one. It is one that has been with us for a number 
of years and I am sure will be with us for many years tocome. Maybe 
it will be with us perpetually. 

The committee has shown its willingness to meet the problem in the 
se and I am confident you are going to continue to do so in the 

ture. 

Now, if there are any current inequities in the way the program 
is operating in the 19th District of Pennsylvania, I must say here 
and now that the local school authorities have net brought them to 
my attention. 

Mr. Ruopes. I am sure there are not. 

Mr. Quieter. I would say that is the best possible proof that there 
are no problems as far as the way the program is functioning in my 
district, but I do want to appear here to thank the committee and 
to do no more than to endorse the program as it stands and urge that 
it be continued and expanded and extended as the committee sees fit. 

Mr. Perxrns. You are ee the legislation as it stands and 
ask that the legislation be extended 

Mr. Quictey. That is my position, Mr. Chairman, yes. 

Mr. Perxins. We are delighted to have you here today. [ am sure 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania has made a distinct contribution. 

You are the first individual that has not offered any suggestions. 
In other words, someone has always found fault. 

Mr. Quieiey. I found fault last year and the committee listened 
and the committee was aware of the problem and they took prompt 
action to clear up that problem and correct that inequity. 

So with that change I can state frankly there are no more complaints 
or criticisms from the 19th District. 

Mr. Tuompson. I want to thank my friend from Pennsylvania for 
coming. I take it that you are heartily in favor of the continuation 
of both Public Laws 815 and 874? 

Mr. Quicixy. That is correct. They have my wholehearted en- 
dorsement. 

Mr. Tompson, Thank you. 

Mr. Ropes. I want to dhank the gentleman for coming before the 
committee. I had the privilege of re fy on a television program 
with the gentleman on the Kelley bill. While he is not a member of 
this committee, I will say he understands the Kelley bill thoroughly. 
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We were both complimented by rather high authorities on our pres- 
entation. 

I, for one, am ste of it. and I am sure the gentleman is, too. 

Mr. Quietey. Lam. I would comment on that line, of course, that 
one of the difficulties of the appearance on the program that I and 
Mr. Rhodes appeared on is that we had great difficulty in finding areas 
of disagreement. That did not make, I am afraid, for.a very good 
television show, but we did have an interesting Sunday afternoon. 

Mr. Perrys. Mr. Wainwright. 

Mr. Warnwricut. I would like to congratulate the gentlemen and 
put in the record something that my modest colleague, Mr. Wier, 
failed to ae in the record, that is that the inequities that were in 
Mr. Quigley’s district last year were corrected by Mr. Wier’s bill. I 
have no further comment. 

Mr. Quieter. Thank you. 

Mr. Perxrns. I see now we have the gentleman from Arkansas, 
Mr. Brooks Hays, with us. 

We are proud to have the Oenceren from Arkansas since he 
usually gets what he wants. A lot of your suggestions were adopted 
last year, if ap will recall. 

If you will commence by telling us a good story, we will appre- 
ciate it. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BROOKS HAYS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Hays. Thank you. I am on the spot now because I did not 
anticipate I would have an audience for an Arkansas story. But 
since my friend Mr. Wainwright says you have been sitting through 
lunchtime, he may be in as irritable a mood as the old fellow who was 
mad about something and by the way, it is somewhat typical, it seems 
to me, of a legislator’s life, we get so many frustrations. He was really 
angry. He says, “It is suppertime and I am going home to supper 
now and if supper ain’t on the table they are going to know around 
the house I am awfully mad and if it is, I ain’t going to eat a bite.” 

So sometimes we come to that place in our legislative frustrations 
where we are as irrational as the old man. 

Mr. Chairman, I am embarrassed by the fact that I did not know 
until a few moments ago that I would be accorded the privilege of 
a hearing. That is due to some circumstances over which no one had 
control, but in an effort to get something before this subcommittee 
on a special situation that I know you will want to consider, I seized 
my papers and came along to tell you of my bill that suggests in an 
extension of the procedures for the impacted districts, 815 and 874 
that you take into consideration the handicapped children and build 


into these procedures ial provision for them. 

My bill, House bill 9366, is detgned to cover that special procedure. 

Now, my attention was called to it by the head of our State school 
for the deaf which is located in Little Rock and the State school for 
the blind in the same , because it is under the same board 
and the schools are located in the same city. 

The situation grows out of the fact of this great new airbase, bomber 
base, that is located at Jacksonville, just 12 miles from these two 
schools, the school for the deaf and the school for the blind. 

76765—66——4 
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Now, my information is, and I am speaking, I am afraid, without 
documentation, my information is that it would cost about $10,000 
for the few children that would come in for that special service, the 
deaf and the blind, the children of the servicemen, who would be 
immediately eligible for the service at these institutions. 

Now, they are ethically, I might say, to the committee, that it seems 
to me there could be no objection whatever to extending the provisions 
of these two bills. The chief provision would be the maintenance and 
operating expense. 

I have not thought about the building side of it. I am talking of 
the maintenance expense. 

Theoretically there is no reason why provision should not be made 
for these children since it carries extraordinary expense. That is the 
thing that I wanted to call the committee’s attention to without being 
able to give more detailed information than that. 

I have a letter here from Mr. Park, the superintendent of the school 
for the deaf. He says: 

At the February meeting of the board of trustees of the school for the deaf 
your bill was read and discussed during the meeting. I was instructed to see 
that you received proper thanks for introduction of the bill. After lengthy dis- 
cussion the opinion was expressed by all of the board members that it is an 
excellent bill and will be of great value to our institution. I have been conducting 


a survey of the residential schools for the deaf to determine the possible number 
of children involved. At this date I believe there are slightly over 200 children. 


He means in the whole United States, I presume— 


I believe this to be a minimum figure. 

To get a completely accurate figure each of us would have to know the occupa- 
tion of each child. I believe that most of the other superintendents are some- 
thing like I. Before I gave it very much thought I believed that we had only 
one or two children. 

Then he says that it indicates that that survey would be made. 

Mr. Wier. Are these publicly tax suppo schools that you are 


speaking of? 

Mr. Hays. Yes, sir; it is an elementary school. The children are 
iven elementary instruction. I am not sure about the age required 
or admission, but it runs right on through. 

Mr. Wier. Let me ask you, Con man Hays, why is it that these 
children that are afflicted with either deafness or blindness, why is it 
that they have not been counted in if they are children of servicemen 
at a military base? 

Arkansas certainly has some schools participting in 815 and 874. 

Mr. Hays. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. Well, have they not been counted in as part of the en- 
rollment ? 

Mr. Hays. Strictly speaking, they should not be because they would 
be over to these institutions. They would be resident pupils at those 
institutions. 

I should not think that the district would be entitled to count them 
in the district enrollment because you see they would not be in the 
school enumeration for the district. 

Mr. Wier. I see what you mean. In other words, there is not a 
* sufficient number to meet the yardstick of the law ? 

Mr. Hays. Yes, that is correct. 
Mr. Wier. It is lessthan 7 percent, or 6 percent ! 
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Mr. Hays. Yes, it is just a handful. But in a State like Arkansas, 
that has to strain at every source of revenue, that becomes quite a 
factor. I mean, if you could get $10,000 for an institution of that 
kind, it would be a great help. 

Since it is a matter of justice, it seems to me that there ought to be 
no hesitancy in doing this bit of work, of carpentry, on our legisla- 
tion, in order to take care of these asdienbped: children. 

I have not studied the question of handicapped children in the local 
district ; that is, the provision for what they call exceptional children 
or the handling of retarded children at the local level. 

In my discussion with the committee, I am not giving any light on 
this at all, because I do not know what the requirement might be. I 
only know where there is institutional instruction of this kind where 
the problem grows out of the establishment by the Federal Govern- 
ment of a military operation, that gives you an additional enrollment 
in the State institutions, I only know as a matter of simple justice 
some recognition ought to be given to that problem. 

Mr. Wier. What you are saying is that these children are not 
getting their necessary education in your public schools, that in the 
State institutions that could be better provided ? 

Mr. Hays. That is right. 

Mr. Wier. So you want these allocations of funds to go to the 
State institution that is taking over the job of the public school 
district in that area? 

Mr. Hays. That is correct. I would request the committee to ask 
the Office of Education for such figures as they have on the problem 
generally throughout the United States. 

Mr. Wier. If that is the case, would that not also limit your needs 
to 874% You certainly would not get any construction money. 

Mr. Hays. That is correct. 

Mr. Wier. That is what you are driving at? 

Mr. Hays. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Wier. Maintenance and operation? 

Mr. Hays. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Now, I believe I read the figure of 200. That may be unscientific. I 
do not know what basis Mr. Park had for that statement. 

Since I am not prepared to back it up with any survey results I 
would simply ask the committee to set in motion some inquiries 
through the department and otherwise to acquire that body of infor- 
mation that you would need. 

My purpose today in response to the invitation was to simply focus 
attention on this problem and to ask that in the extension of legisla- 
tion you recognize these institutions. 

You see, there is no question about it. These children that are 
enrolled at the school for deaf and school for blind at Little Rock 
do not contribute one dollar of revenue by reason of their being there 
from the Federal Government. 

Mr. Wier. Are they the children of military personnel ? 

Mr. Hays. That is correct. Now, as to the larger problem, I 
should think the subcommittee would want to consider that, too. 
The question of special provision for handicapped children, whether 
or not your usual fendi take care of that. 

Probably they do at the local level. I have an idea that all you 
would need to do there is to be sure that if they are enrolled in schools 
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for the retarded or handicapped children, in a special institution 
procedure, you would just want to be sure in your enumeration figure 
they are taken care of and that is being met. 

Mr. Wier. Where would we stop? In many areas like my own, 
we have children of military personnel that are in a tuberculosis 
State institution and there they are getting their education as they are 
getting their treatment. Iam not trying to add to your problem. 

Mr. Hays. I should think that that should be embraced in this 
legislation. Not perhaps the other provisions, the educational, but 
it seems to me the educational provisions—of course, that presents a 
sort of accounting problem—but just on the theory that when the 
Federal Government is responsible for an influx of children and an 
addition to the enrollment for educational purposes, on the theory of 
the Federal Government having created that situation, the Federal 
Government should take steps to meet it. 

It seems to me we would be derelict if we did not cover this special 
problem. 

Mr. Ruopxs. We also have the problem of spastics and children of 
that nature as well as the TB’s. 

Mr. Hays. Yes. 

Mr. Ruoves. It is quite a field. I happen to know of one instance 
in which military personnel have a spastic child. As you know, the 
laws of many States provide residence requirements before a child 
can be instutionalized. It is pretty hard for a member of the armed 
services to qualify under those circumstances. So you have a vacuum 
here where a member of the Armed Forces is completely responsible 
for the hospitalization of his own child and he gets no help from 
anybody, the State or the Government at all. 

Mr. Hays. Yes. 

Mr. Ruopes. So it is quite a field. 

I am glad to see the interest of the gentleman in it. Thank you for 
appearing, Mr. Hays. 

Mr. Hays. I might say on that point, although [ am sure it is not 
necessary to say it, that the administrative agency would surely take 
care that no money was paid out where a child was not receiving the 
benefits. 

In other words, your eligibility standards would certainly take care 
of that. I do not know of any difficulties in the way of residence re- 
quirements in my own State. Iam confident that in spite of the tech- 
nical provisions perhaps that a person must be a resident of the State 
for a certain period, I am confident that no child would be turned away 
in these institutions. 

I just am not aware of any policy that would raise technicalities on 
that. I just do not know the answer to that. 

But certainly the Federal Government should not pay out any money 
without being sure that: the full benefits of State facilities were being 
accorded them. 

Mr. Perxtns. I would like for the representative of the Depart- 
ment to comment on Mr. Hays’ testimony on this problem, on his 

ion and as to the additional cost. 
. Hays, I do not think there is a Member in the Congress that 
has tried to help some of the problems more so than you, especially 
insofar as this legislation is concerned, and the problem of the physi- 
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cally handicapped and the mentally retarded children, to my way of 
thinking, certainly should receive consideration from the committee, 
and will receive consideration. 

It is just a question of how far the committee can go. 

Mr. Hays. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Perxrns. Now, one of the greatest, handicaps today is that we 
have so many of these physically handicapped and mentally retarded 
children that have no income and the Government assistance today 
ceases when they are 18 years of age. 

Of course, we are trying to get a provision, I think we have amended 
the social-security law to continue payments after their 18th birthday, 
but. it is not passed yet, it is pending in the Senate. 

I do not have any questions. I want to thank the gentleman from 
Arkansas for appearing here and pointing up this problem. I do not 
think, as I stated before, that any Member of the Congress has made 
a greater contribution in getting this legislation enacted more so than 
the gentleman from Arkansas. 

We are glad that you came here. 

Mr. Hays. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I certainly appreciate your 
references to my efforts. I would like permission of this committee 
to inchude as part of my remarks an editorial in support of the bill 
that appeared in the Arkansas Democrat. It contains such informa- 
tion as this, for example: 


The yearly per capita cost of training comes to about $900 a year. That is 
about the lowest for schools of this type over the country. Michigan’s per capita 
expenditure—the highest in the Nation—amounts to $3,147. 


That will give the committee some idea of the extraordinary cost of 
this provision if it is all right to include this. 

Mr. Perxrns. Yes, we will put it in the record. 

(The editorial referred to is as follows :) 


[Editorial from the Arkansas Democrat] 


FEDERAL Arp ror DEAF AND BLIND ScHOOLS 


When the House Committee on Education holds hearing on possible revisions 
of Public Law 874, it will consider a change that would help kids who are deaf 
or blind. Representative Brooks Hays will bring up the subject. 

He is thinking of introducing a bill in this session of Congress to provide Fed- 
eral assistance to schools for the deaf and blind which admit children from 
military areas. 

Under Public Law 874 public schools in these areas receive Federal funds to 
meet the impact of increased enrollment. But institutions for training handi- 
eapped children don’t. And their costs are many times higher than those of the 
publie schools beeause they board and lodge their pupils, and all their teachers 
have to be specialists. 

Both the Arkansas School for the Blind and the Arkansas School for the Deaf 
now have students whose fathers are stationed at the Little Rock Air Force Base. 
Just a few additional ils run up expense fast. The yearly per capita cost of 
training comes to about a year. That's about the lowest for schools of the 
type over the country. Michigan’s per capita expenditure—the highest in the 
Nation—amounts to $3,100. 

There’s merit in Representative Hays’ proposal. Other members of the Arkan- 
sas delegation have spoken favorably about it. 

If this change should be made in law, Congress ought to recognize a whole 


State as a school district where there are just one deaf school and one school for 
the blind. That is true in actual practice. 


Mr. Hays. May I further request permission to submit statements 
by these superintendents’ of these institutions in support of this bill? 
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Mr. Perkins. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


HOvUsE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. 0., April 24, 1956. 
Hon. Cart D. PERKINS, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: It is with a great deal of interest that I have studied 
the testimony offered before your committee in connection with proposed amend- 
ments to Public Laws 815 and 874, 81st Congress, as amended. 

You know I have a very great interest in these proposals, as they embody the 
lifeblood of so many of our needy schools, Mr. Chairman, as you know, I have 
the Little Rock Air Force Base in my Fifth Congressional District of Akransas, 
and practically all of the problems confronting school districts experiencing a 
Federal impact are inherent in the districts in the area of this base. 

From my review of the testimony offered and the analysis of the proposed 
amendments now under consideration by your fine committee, I have a feeling 
that there are a few points which I should like to clarify in the light of testimony 
offered. 

(1) The Federal impact in a district is no less when a parent is assigned on 
military orders to another base, leaving his family in the district than during 
his assignment at the base where the family lives. The mobility of our uniformed 
forces is such that the problem is increasing more and more and I am sure you 
will want to give it consideration. This problem is common to both Public Laws 
815 and 874 and I hope your committee will find it possible to redefine eligibility 
under these laws in such a way that a district can continue to count these chil- 
dren as eligible for assistance, so that the district can continue to get aid in 
providing facilities and programs of instruction so long as the children remain 
in the district and the parent remains in the service. 

(2) The elimination of the 3 percent absorption feature for section 3 children, 
Public Law 874, as amended, is a most desirous step if we are to continue to 
meet the Government’s responsibility for directly federally connected children 
in school districts throughout the country. 

No change in the original eligibility requirements insofar as section 3 (a) 
and 3 (b) children is concerned is recommended. Th original eligibility as 
set out in section 3 (d) (1) and 3 (d) (2), Public Law 874, represent the most equi- 
table approach to the problem yet devised, and I hope you and your committee 
will retain these provisions in your new amendments. 

(3) The establishment of eligibility requirements which will allow a district 
to receive a payment under the provisions of section 4 (a) of the amended law 
for new directly federally connected childrn, that is, 3 (a) or 3 (b) children 
the first year these children are in the district is strongly recommended—th 
first year children are in a district is the most expensive and districts should 
be able to get help in providing an instructional program for these children the 
first year. 

(4) That a floor be placed under payments to districts qualifying for assist. 
ance under section 3 (a) and 3 (b), Public Law 874. 

This floor to be the average national contribution rate paid to all section 3 
applicants for each setcion 3 child the second year preceding the year in which 
payment is to be made. The floor to be obtained by dividing the total of all 
payments made to all school districts in the continental United States for all 
section 3 (a) and all section 3 (b) children by the total average daily attend- 
ance of all sction 3 (a) and plus one-half the average daily attendance of all 
section 3 (b) children for the second year preceding the year in which the 
payment is to be made. 

That the law be amended so as. to allow an applicant district to use its own 
contribution rate if it so desirs. 

That the present provisions of section 3 (c) of the original act covering the 
establishment of local contribution rates by the use of comparable school districts 
or the use of one-half the State per capita cost of maintenance and operation be 
retained where either of these or the applicant’s own contribution rate would 
exceed the floor of the national average contribution rate as defined heretofore, 

The adoption of these proposals would make it possible for a local district 
to be paid on the basis of a contribution rate to be calculated under one of the 
following four ways: 

(a) By the use of school districts. 
(b) By the use of the applicant’s own contribution rate. 
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(c) By the use of one-half of the State per capita cost for M and O. 
(d) By the use of the national average payment for all section 3 children 
as defined herein. 

The adoption of these proposals would not penalize any district and would 
eliminate many of the glaring inequities existing at the present time. 

May I take advantage of this opportunity to thank you and the members of 
the subcommittee for the courtesies shown me in the many appearances that I 
have made in behalf of this legislation. I am deeply grateful to you. 

Sincerely yours, 


Brooxs Hays. 

Mr. Hays. For purpose of identification of the bills that are broader 
than the bill I have alluded to, may I say that I introduced companion 
bills to bills introduced by Senator Fulbright, House bill 9549 and 
House bill 9550, which are much broader than the bill which I have 
discussed today, but they provide not only for an extension of 815 and 
874, but an extension generally including the handicapped childrens’ 
problems. 

So that will give you a summary of the bills that Senator Fulbright 
and I have introduced. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

— Perkins. We will adjourn until tomorrow morning at 10 
o'clock. 

(Thereupon, at 3 p. m., the subcommittee was recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., Wednesday, March 28, 1956.) 





AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874, 
81ST CONGRESS 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 28, 1956 


House or REePresENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE, 
on EpucaTion anpD Lazor, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m. in room 429, 
House Office Building, Hon. Carl D. Perkins (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 
Present : ears Perkins, Wier, Metcalf, Thompson, 
Udall, Rhodes, Wainwright, and Frelinghuysen. 
Also present: Fred G. Hussey, chief clerk; John O. Graham, mi- 
nority clerk; and Russell C. Derrickson, chief investigator. 
Mr. Perxins. The subcommittee will come to order. 
The first witness this morning is Congressman Teague. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES M. TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Teacur. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be very brief. 

I am here merely to urge the extension of Public Law 874 and 
Public Law 815. I have no suggestions or amendments to offer. I 
have some 7 or 8 or 9 military installations in my district. I have 
probably 40 or 50 school districts which are very much interested 
in this legislation. It has been a terrific help to those districts. 

They, without exception, and I, are all very much interested in the 
extension of the principles of 874 and 815, and I most sincerely urge 
and hope that the committe will see fit to take such action. 

Mr. . So far as you are concerned, then, I take it that the 
law is satisfactory in its present form, and you are merely concerned 
with the extenson of the present law for 2 years. 

Mr. Traoue. That is right, and it is working out very nicely for 
m le in the district. 

Mr. mney an Wier? 

Mr. Tzacuz. I have no ions to make or amendments to offer. 
Mr. Perxtns. Mr. Metcal 


Mr. Mercatr. No questions. 

Mr. Teacue. I have an idea that my district is as much involved 
as any other congressional district in the country; perhaps more so. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr, Perkins. Is Mr. Chenoweth here? Come around, Congress- 
man. Give your name to the clerk and proceed. 


47 








48 ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. EDGAR CHENOWETH, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Mr. CuenowerH. My name is J. Edgar Chenoweth. I represent 
the Third District of Colorado. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I > the 
opportunity to appear before you today in support of the legislation 
which would continue and extend Public Laws 815 and 874. I do not 
have a prepared statement, and I do not have any amendments to offer 
or any suggestions for amendments, except one, which I would like to 
refer to in a moment. 

I wish to state to the committee that both of these laws have been 
working very well in my district in Colorado. I have a number of 
school districts which have benefited from both laws and several dis- 
tricts who are now continuing to receive benefits under both laws. 

I have a letter from the secretary of the school district No. 60 in 
Pueblo, Colo., and I would like to read just a couple of paragraphs 
from this letter which will give the committee, I think, a pretty good 
idea of how the laws have operated in Colorado, and I wish to quote: 

We thought if you knew just how school district No. 60 would be benefitted, 
you might be able to offer some good testimony in our behalf. 

She referred to the fact that your committee was holding these 
hearings. 

As I pointed out to you, we no longer qualify for assistance under Public 
Law 815, but we all wonder what the conditions might have been if we had not 
had Federal aid for construction. We have truly appreciated that help and 
know that there must be other districts now who have the impact of Federal 
installations. If our experience is worthy of reporting, please do so. 

We are qualifying for assistance under Public Law 874 for maintenance and 
operation. We are most interested in the 3 percent absorption requirement and 
hope you will recommend its elimination. 

We have figured that if the 3 percent absorption requirement is not waived, 
school district No. 60 would lose $90,447.87. In other words, if the 3 percent 
absorption clause is applied, school district No. 60 will receive $99,403.68. If the 
clause is waived, our estimates are approximately $189,851.55. 

You can see that we have reason to request that the 3 percent absorption 
clause be eliminated. Our building needs are still greater than we can meet, and 
as you know, we have bonded the district to the limit. 

We have on the drawing boards now 2 senior high schools, 2 additions to 
elementary schools, 1 for additional 13 classrooms, the other for an additional 
12 classrooms, and Superintendent Davis reports we are in urgent need of 16 
to 2U additional classrooms. 

That is the end of the quote. 

I thought you might be interested in that letter because it comes from 
a large school district in the city of Pueblo, Colo., the second largest 
city in the State of Colorado, which district has received help under 
both of these public laws and 1s still qualifying under Public Law 874. 
- I would like to call your attention particularly to the suggestion for 
the elimination of the 3 percent absorption requirement. You can see 
what the impact is upon this school district by the elimination of this 
requirement, and I am sure that other districts are similarly affected, 
and I hope that the committee in its good judgment will eliminate 
that provision. 

I believe that we adopted a waiver last year, as I recall; I know this 
question was before us last year, and this district was particularly 
interested in it, and I am happy to make that recommendation to you. 
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Mr. Chairman, I will not take up further of your time, but I do 
want to again state my interest in this legislation and I hope that the 
committee will see fit to recommend the continuance and extension of 
both of these laws. 

Thank you ie | much. 

Mr. Perkins. I certainly agree with you that we should eliminate 
the 3 percent absorption provision, but I just don’t know how far the 
committee will see fit to go. That is the question that the full com- 
mittee will eventually decide, and the subcommittee will first decide. 

Mr. CHENowetH. Yes. 

Mr. Perkins. I want to thank you for your statement. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr Wier? 

Mr Wier. Mr. Lillywhite, from the Department, who is the ob- 
server here through these meetings, did you get the contents of this 
letter he just read ? 

Mr. Lit.ywurre. I got part of it. I talked with him the day before 
yesterday at some length. 

Mr. CuENoweTH. Yes; we talk to him frequently. 

Mr. Wrer. That is all. 

Mr. CuenowetH. Thank you-very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Perkins. Congressman Lesinski ? 

best - witness is Andrew Biemiller, legislative representative of 
the AFL. 


STATEMENT OF ANDREW J. BIEMILLER, LEGISLATIVE 
REPRESENTATIVE, AFL-CIO 


Mr. Bremriter. Mr. Chairman, for the record, my name is Andrew 


J. Biemiller. I am a legislative representative for the American 
Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial Organizations, with offices 
at 901 Massachusetts Avenue, Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Chairman, the legislation under discussion here today needs 
no introduction to the members of this committee. We believe the 
American people owe a real debt to the chairman of this subeom- 
mittee and other members who have worked long and hard to put 
the legislation before you on the statute books. 

Tens of thousands of children have obtained a better education, 
thanks to your efforts. It was 6 years ago that this committee and the 
Members of Congress first recognized the heavy burden which activi- 
ties of the Federal Government places on the educational system in 
specific areas throughout the United States. 

At that time, and twice again in 1952 and 1954 when this legis- 
lation was renewed, Con made clear the Federal reaponstbiligy 
toward a local school which has been disrupted by the establishment 
of a mili base or any other important Government installation. 

Two specific public laws are involved in this legislation. The first, 
Public Law 815, authorizes Federal grants for school construction, 
while the other enactment, Public Law 874, authorizes continuing 
grants for maintenance and‘ operation of loca] school systems. 

The American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial 
Organizations believes that this legislation should be renewed. In 
our opinion, the reasoning behind this legislation is as valid today 
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as it was 6 years ago. The process by which activities of the Fed- 
eral Government lead directly to a heavier burden on local school 
authorities is quite clear. 

The property acquired y the Federal Government is exempt from 
all local property taxes. Moreover, by attracting additional families 
to the area, the new governmental activity causes an influx of chil- 
dren into the established local school facilities. 

In effect, the Federal activities have created a situation in which 
the tax base grows smaller relative to the paneer, while the school 
population is continually increasing. Clearly, the Federal Govern- 
ment must step in to relieve these critical situations since it, alone, has 
been responsible for the inequities that have developed. 

There is no evidence that the impact of these Federal activities 
will in any way be reduced during the coming year. In fact, a new 
program for constructing air bases, as well as the start of a new 

ousing program for military personnel on Federal property, make 
is clear that there will be additional areas throughout the Nation 
in which Federal activities will seriously affect the local school systems. 

There are some who might argue that this specialized legislation 
should not be enacted at a time when Congress is considering the 
overall question of Federal aid to education. We want to make clear 
that the AFL-CIO has, in the past, and continues to support most 
strongly the principle of Federal aid for school construction. We 
have repeatedly urged Co that such legislation should be en- 
acted as promptly as ible. and we are very hopeful that this 
legislation can i i pon the present session of Congress. 

owever, even the adoption of the more general program would 
not eliminate the need for this particular legislation. The demands 
of the Federal impact areas constitute such a specialized problem that 
they can best be handled by specialized legislation. Moreover, while 
it is true that one of these laws provides Federal aid for school con- 
struction, the other is concerned solely with grants for operation and 
maintenance, an issue that is entirely absent from the more general 
bill which is now pending in the House Rules Committee. 

The President has recommended that these two laws be renewed for 
a period of 2 years. Very frankly, we see no reason why this legis- 
lation should not be made more permanent. In our view, the Federal 
authorities in these areas will continue to cause serious problems for 
many years to come. 

A number of more technical questions have arisen in the course of 
extending this legislation. We do not feel that we are qualified to 
present detailed views on these technical problems. We do feel, how- 
ever, that certain inequities have developed in the course of admin- 
istering this legislation. In particular, we are concerned that the 
formula for Federal payments be equitably applied between all of 
the various communities. We are confident this subcommittee will 
deal fairly with this problem. 

Let me close by urging this subeommittee to report out as promptly 
as possible appropriate legislation that will continue this needed 
assistance to the local school systems in these Federal “impact” areas. 

Mr. Perxins. Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wier. I don’t think there is any question. He was here when 
pcan een peek eee ‘adie hobneweaueoren 
it than I do. 
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Mr. Perkins. Mr. Metcalf? 

Mr. Mercatr. No questions. 

Mr. Fre_rneuuysen. I would like to ask very briefly whether he 
thinks there is any particular disadvantage in our reconsidering this 
legislation on a 2-year basis? Is there anything much to be gained 
by having it over a longer period than a 2-year extension? 

Mr. Bremiiter. T don’t think that is a vital question. I was simply 
expressing our opinion that we believe it is going to be probably a 
continuing problem, and not just a 2-year problem. 

Mr. Frettnenvuysen. I think we could agree with you, and yet still 
say that a 2-year extension might be preferable to something longer 
than that which you indicate the AFL-CIO might prefer. 

Mr. Bremuuer. This is — a matter of opinion, and certainly 
no one would be angry with this subcommittee if they simply recom- 
mended a 2-year extension. 

Mr. Fretincuurysen. This particular reconsideration might reveal 
some inequities which you refer to, but don’t spell out. I think it 
might have been helpful to our committee if we had some idea of what 
you meant by this phrase “certain inequities might develop.” 

In other words, in reconsidering this legislation, and reasonable ex- 
tension for a 2-year period or longer, we ought to know specifically 
what you mean by those “inequities.” If you have any specific exam- 
ples, perhaps we might have them included at a later date. 

Mr. Bremrier. We understand that the two problems which will 
be presented in detail to your committee, either in open hearing or in 
executive session, deal (1) with the formula that is used for deter- 


mining what the grant should be, and this is the matter on which I 
am frank to admit we do not eras to technical competence. 


I simply know that this problem exists and that it has been raised. 
I understand there are educational authorities that are making recom- 
mendations to you. I repeat, we are sure that you will give them the 
fairest possible consideration. 

The other is the absorption factor which has been a continuing 
source of irritation, and again, we think there is evidence which prob- 
ably leads us to the conclusion that it should be dropped, but again, we 
think that this committee, which will have more detailed data than 
some of the rest of us have available, will make a fair determination 
on that matter. 

We would not, on the other hand, as has been indicated by other 
witnesses, feel that you had neglected your duty if you simply re- 
newed the laws. By and large, they have done a lot of good in the 
country and we are confident that you will ask for their renewal. If 
you can make improvements, we are confident you will do that, 

Mr. Wier. I think my colleague over here, Congressman Freling- 
huysen, brings up quite an important point. We have observed and 
experienced, with this short-time extension of this act, that every 
time the act is about to expire, and we go into the process of preparing 
it for extension, we have in the last 4 or 5 years bettered the law. 

Last year we offered 5 or 6 amendments that were very fruitful 
amendments, and once you get a public law on the books, it is much 
harder to open up that law and amend it than it is when we have it 


— subjected to amendments. That is the beauty of this 1- and 
-year vi 





52 ASSISTANCE TO FEDEPRALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 


Mr. Fretincnuysen. That was my point, exactly. This gives us 
opportunity to see if there are any inequities in the way the law is 
working out. There may be small points or major points that can be 
changed, and improvements made, in this type of legislation. 

Mr. Bremuter. I think, Mr. Congressman, the opinion that we are 
expressing is one that most of you share. That is that we do not 
regard this as legislation which is going to expire again at the end 
of 2 years. If, in the opinion ofthis committee, you can get better 
revisions by having to renew every’2 years, we have no quarrel with 
that position. 

On the other hand, if this were made more permanent legislation, 
there is nothing to prevent the committee from considering amend- 
ments at any time. y think this is purely a question of approach, and 
it isn’t a vital basic question. 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. I think the 2-year term, if it should be ex- 
tended for a 2-year term, does indicate that perhaps we might consider 
the advisability of terminating it, but it doesn’t automatically reflect 
one way or another on what the decision will be, and I think that legis- 
lation has worked well and has been needed. 

I don’t think there is any likelihood that we are going to consider 
terminating it at this time. 

Mr, Bremitier. I would agree. I certainly don’t believe that the 
legislation will be terminated. 

r. Wier. I think the same thing could be said about the finances 
for this. Because of its expiration every,so often, we have been able 
to increase that appropriation which there is great demand for. 

Mr. Merca.r. No questions. 

Mr. Prrxxs. I want to thank you, Mr. Biemiller, for coming before 
the committee and presenting the views of the AFL-CIO. 

Mr. Bremitter. Thank you for the opportunity, sir. 

a eects Yes, sir. Congressman Lesinski is here. Come on 
around. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN LESINSKI, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Lesrnsxr. Mr. Chairman, I certainly appreciate this prompt- 
ness and the opportunity to be here. 

Mr. Perkins. Identify yourself. 

Mr. Lestnsxr. Congressman Lesinski, 16th District, Michigan. I 
can probably say we have one of the largest in the Nation, and we have 
one of the most diversified, one of the fastest growing districts in 
the Nation. That is one of the primary reasons why the interest in 
the school pro has been what it is. 

I have introduced four bills, 21112, which isa replica of Congress- 
man Bailey’s bill, H. R. 15; then. 2857, which the administration has 
to a degree taken part of, and that is for the purpose of setting aside 
$3 billion to allow school districts that. are bonded to their limitation 
and need additional facilities, so they may borrow from the Federal 
Government to complete their schools on a 30-year basis at 1 percent. 

Then there was 4086, which I believe the gentleman, Mr. Perkins, 
the chairman, has introduced a similar bill, and that is to follow the 
intent of Congress for the purpose of allowing school districts that 
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were authorized sums under Public Law 815 that did not receive their 
full amounts. 

Then H. R. 8585, which takes in part of the problem that Congress- 
man Wainwright has had, and also incorporates the H. R. 4086. 

I have no prepared copy here this morning, Mr. Chairman, but I 
would like to read a letter which I believe is of interest to the com- 
mittee.,; I have a letter from my superintendent of schools from my 
district, and his comments on H. R. 8585 are as follows: 


1. The features of receiving unpaid entitlements is very commendable. 

2. I believe that terminology cannot be too specific in order to assure school 
districts which do not have industries that they will receive the 55 percent of 
their entitlement in full under section 308 of Public Law 815. 

The philosophy of section 305 was that local industry will pay for housing 
55 percent of federally connected children, and section 308 was to take care of 
those districts that did not have industries. However, not too long ago, when 
I made a check, I understood that our school district was the only one in the 
country receiving an entitlement under section 308. 

Your interest in Federal aid under Public Law 815 has been and is greatly 
appreciated by the people of Garden City. The present bonded indebtedness is 
$2,242,000. The State equalized assessed valuation is $24,815,642. On Febru- 
ary 20, the people will vote on a $3,300,000 bond issue. This will bring the 
bene indebtedness to $5,542,000. This is certainly an unusual local self-help 
etrrort. 

Mr. Chairman, what I tried to point out by that is this: In my area, 
I have a very composite school district. Dearborn is approximately 
$24,000 valuation per child. Trenton is $25,000. Inkster is $1,900. 
You have a discrepancy between an evaluation of per school child 
which is tremendous, and assistance to school districts is very 
important. 

Going through my district a few years ago, I was approached by 
one of the schoolteachers to be able to assist a schoo] district that 
has done all it possibly can to build the facilities that it needed. 

The gentleman stated, “Why can’t we borrow from FHA?” The 
thought to me is that there is a certain amount of objection to FHA. 
So I struck upon the idea that the Federal Government set aside the 
$3 billion that will be necessary and put it under the education for 
which they have the facilities today to take care of this matter. 

What this would simply do was, any school district—I am talking 
about H. R. 2857—what it simply would do is whenever a school dis- 
trict would go to the extent of borrowing all it possibly could, its ina- 
bility to go any further, that it could not sell its bonds on the market, 
and still the need for schools was there, that they could go to the Fed- 
eral Government and borrow from the Federal Government and bor- 
row the balance of their needs and pay back in 30 years. 

As to 8585, I am going to repeat, and I think the practical way to do 
that is very simple. Congress for these past years has authorized, has 
given permission to a school district in a federally impacted area to 
have a certain amount of funds allocated to it. 

It has-happened through error or through misunderstanding, or 
possibly simply negligence, that a school district did not receive its 
allocated amount, nae 6 think it is proper that the will of Congress 
be extended and these school districts that need it the most receive 
their full amount, their full quota. I have a school district in my 
area that received only $75,000 in 1955, the 1954 quota, and was en- 
titled to $148,500. 
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As it happened there, the United States Office of Education discov- 
ered that it was entitled to this amount, but the cutoff date was June 80, 
and they had no —_ of coming back to get their full share. The new 


superintendent tried everything possible and due to the cutoff date, 
he just couldn’t do a thing. 


That was Mr. Titus from the Nanking-Dearborn District No. 2. I 
beg your pardon. This school district for the information of the com- 
mittee is schoolchildren who are going in condemned buildings, in 
basements, part time. We brag about America being a great country 
and a rich country, and having the facilities that we need. 

Here is an example right here of a schoo] district, due to an error, 
cannot get what it needs, 

Mr. Chairman, as to H. R. 8585, I have a complete list here which 
takes—— 

_ Perxins. Do you want to put it in the record, instead of reading 
it 

Mr. Lestnsxt. No, sir. I am afraid it would take me all day to read 
rr It takes in all the States of the Union, of the allocations to each 

tate. 

Mr. Perxins. Do you want to put it in the record? 

Mr. Lestnsx1. If the chairman will allow it, please. 

Mr. Perxrns. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


Btate summary of the amounts of entitlement and magvimum allowance under 
Public Law 815, as amended, which were not requested by the final cutoff date 
(as of Oct. 3, 1955) 





Bec. 202 | See. 305 
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Pennsylvania____| 
Rhode Island _..- 
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Amounts of entitlement and mawimum allowance under Public Law 815, ae 
d, which were not requested by the final cutoff date, by applicants and 


a 


State (as of Oct. 3, 1955) 





Project 
No. 


Applicant 


Funds not requested 





Sec. 202 


Total 





SRSSSK SSSPses 


ALABAMA 


Montgomery County Board of Educati 

Hac mg Seg we dh Board of Education, Bay Minette 

Anniston bis Board of Education 

Macon County Board of Education, 

= County Board of Education, Anniston. 
adison County Board of Education, Huntsville 

Entorios City Board of Education 

Tuscumbia schools 


Mobile Comty Board of Schoo] Commissioners. - 
Talladega C Lp of Education 
Hh oe 


Phenix eld City, Board of ducation 


4 
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District No. 17, Tolleson 
District No. 31, Phoenix 
Northern Rwy Senn Guihed High School, Parser 
Yuma oats eee istrict No. 27, Parker 
Wilson School District 


ne 7, Phoenty 
Puerco School Doe as 0. 18, 
Tolleson Unified H 
Washington School District No. 6..............-.......... 


North Little Rock Special School District 
White Hall School District No. 27, Pine Bluff 


San Juan Unified H School District, Pair Oaks......._. 
Robla E Jementary istrict, Del Paso Heights 
Arden-Carm Daltied Ttetary School Distr 


Shurtleff Elementary Schoo! District, Napa 
Vallejo Unified School District 


Unified School District 
Sweetwater Unified High School a National City... 
Contra — “Flementary poem ot 
School District, San 
Cajon Oegansie Libby Unified gan Dig 
Unified Elementary School District, 


Geommene' Unified High School District 
Coronado Unified School District 
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24, 503 
116, 416 
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Amounts of entitlement and marimum allowance under Public Law 815, as 
amended, which were not requested by the final cutoff date, by applicants and 
State (as of Oct. 3, 1955)—Continued 





Project 
No, 


Applicant 





8 seasase 


“I aet 





CALIFORNIA—Continued 


Napa Elementary School District _..............._..-.--.. 

Mojave Elementary School District -. 

Chula Vista City School District... _.................---- 

Churntown Elementary School District, ‘Summit City. .. 

Oxnard Elemen RR a peel TE ath SE 

Monterey Unified High Schoo! District.. _..........___.- 

San Jose Elementary School District, Meadow Park 
EE ST TS edt eT bal aay 8 

San Bernardino City Elementary School District _....-. i 

Riverside City School District. __..___........-.--..-..--- 

Long Beach Unified School District__............. 

Pacific Elementary School District, Sacramento-- 

Kernville Unified Elementary School District _. 

Yermo Elementary School District........-- 

Torrance Unified School District. 

Sacramento City Unified School District 

Morro Unified Elementary School District, Morro Bay- 

Hueneme Elementary School District, Port Hueneme. 

Berkeley Unified Sehool District 

Livermore Elementary School District... -__- _-- Las 

Norwalk School District... .................-..--..- of 

Paramount School District_..........._.-- 

Alamitos Elementary School District, Garden Grove. 





Grant Unified High School District, Del Paso Heights, 7 


Sacramento__..._..-- 
Stockton Unified School District... _.....___- 
Lynwood Untied School District -__- Bt Fe ET 
Santa Ana Elementary School District... -- 2 _ 
Palmdale School District _- 
Sylvan Elementary School ‘District, Citrus Heights- e. 
Ravenswood Elementary School District, Palo Alto... 
Santa Ana High School Distriet__._.__. . . 


COLORADO 


Colorado Springs School District No. 11.-. 

Golden School District R-1__-- 

Manitou Springs School District No. 14. 

Uravan School District No. 25.. - 

Pueblo County Rural School District No. 70, Pueblo 
Rifle Consolidated School District No. 2 ‘ 
Loveland School District No. 2 ili 

Rocky Ford School District Ne. 4 _- 

School District No. 5, Jackson County. 


Yi, Spe ee Se Sees 
CONNECTICUT 
Groton Board of Education - -- 


Town of Waterford Board of Education. 
Town of East Lyme Board of Education, Niantic. 


FLORIDA 


Escambia County Board of Public Instruction, Fensacola 
Santa Rosa County Board of Public Instructions, \ ilton 


Clay County Beard of Public Instruction, Green Cove 


Springs 
Oklaoosa C vounty “Board of Public Instruction,  Jackson- 
ville _- 











Funds not requested 






































See. 202 See. 305 | Total 
$385,914 |........-- 385, 914 
Lt eae 23. 704 
i eae ee 301, 901 
cy 7) RR 4, 669 
192,604 |... - 192, 604 
SY aR es 275, 136 
2 70, 522 
oo, | pe 1, O11, 767 
462,007 |... 462, 007 
6, 411, 720 |.-.___. 6, 411, 720 
3, 808 , 808 
19, 496 |... -- 19, 496 
, 182}. 60, 132 
617, 199 |: 617, 199 
}--1, 401, 333+}... 1, 401, 333 
, O80 |__.- , 080 
—"} 108, 382 |= 108, 382 
| , 686 432, 686 
(ee -...| $91, 980 91, 980 
| 265,092 |... 265, 092 
239, 257 | 239, 257 
| 14,328 |... 2. 14, 328 
603, 245 603, 245 

385, 636 |... 385, 
350, 746 |... 359,746 

| 24, 094 eB 524, 
93 710 73, 710 
ey 1,090 1,090 
a 7,290 7, 200 
10, 962 10, 962 
| 94,71, 574 | 249,922 | 25, 021, 496 

‘ena } = 
| 209, | 209, 657 
| 469, 756 469, 756 
8, 778 8, 778 
44, 221 44, 221 
18, 298 18, 208 
| 108, 197 103, 197 
| 214, 537 214, 537 
16, 207 16, 207 
hee | 900 

1,084, 651 900 | 1, 085, 551 
; 464 464 
ROM et A Sx 2, 898 
eS Saree ey 13, 620 
16,620 |.......- 16, 892 
50, 612 35, 510 86, 122 
bet hese 5, 850 5, 850 
00/200 | cio. desc. 60, 250 
VOMNE Aiscct Riles 70, 473 
181, 335 | 41, 360 222, 695 
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Amounts of entitlement and maximum allowance under Public Law 815, as 
amended, which were not requested by the final cutoff date, by applicants and 
State (as of Oct. 3, 1955)—Continued 





Funds not requested 





Pree Applicant 


Sec. 202 Sec. 305 Total 








GEORGIA 


Board of Public Education and Orphanage, Macon.......| $912, 062 
Douglas City Board of Education oe 820 
Clayton Comer Board of: Education, Jones! 
Long County Board of Education, Ludow 
Cobb County Board of E ducation, ae tte 
Peach County Board of Education, Fort V: 
Mase bes School District Board or 


fesaked 
@ BZSSS88 


s 


Richmond 
DeKalb County 





S| Susy 


_ 


2/338 


3, 174, 936 


—) 





| 
| 


Arco Joint Class A School Deri 

Middleton Independent School i 

Shelley «ye coe A School District No. 60... 
Idaho Falls Class A School District No. 91 


Bl Btos 
2) E835 


. 











2252 x8 
S582 8 


~ 
_ 
—J 


Hanover Community 1 ies ‘Sohoal District No. 121 
Hanover E tary Sch “No. 
Glenview nana ae Conso 


73 
LU 


23: 
S32 828 





i=) 





Utica Township 

Clarksville Tenant 

Wayne To 

City of Jeffersonville School. 








t School District No. 
Canary Lake ndent School District, as Moines.. 
LeClaire Township Board of ‘Edueation 


Total... 











KANSAS 
City of Junction City Board of 
P Ww 


Poss. RENEE S 
sSce8838 
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$y,.8 
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Amounts of entitlement and magvimum allowance under Public Law 815, ae 
amended, which were not requested by the final cutoff date, by applicants and 
State (as of Oct. 3, 1955)—Continued 





Project 
No, 


Applicant 


Funds not requested 





Sec. 202 
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KENTUCKY 
ben Point Independent School District, Board of Edu- 
ion. 


Trenton Independent Boar ‘Doan, of Education 
Benton Independent Board of Education 





Superintending School Committee of South Berwick 
RE of Freee Isle School Department. 








Fraser Cady "Public Sol Dini 8 No. er ney, 
Harrison T: District No. 1 
at Bact No 


$13, 628 
2, 100 
72, 760 


15, 604 
108, 016 





215, 606 





175, 619 





175, 619 


























District No. 1, Ferndale..... 
choot Bi No aM ‘Mount Clemens. 
ucation, School 





8.28 








Seed Bx 
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School Duwrict No. 6, Mount 





cormenee Debont ewriet No. 1, Muskegon... 
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aoc an Remnshine Bekool””Disteiet No.3, 
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Amounts of entitlement and maximum allowance under Public Law 815, as 
amended, which were not requested by the final cutoff date, by applicants and 
State (as of Oct. 3, 1955)—Continued 





Funds not requested 
ree Applicant 





Sec. 202 








MINNESOTA 

















Biloxi Municipal Separate 

Fernwood Rural Peerage ey 

Coens 8 Municipal Gert Duwi 
Fe City Heal Benes 


Total... 














MISSOURI 





Grandview 
. Creek District No. 36, Inde- 





Consolidated School 
Raytown Con City School District 
Spring Branch District No. = Independence 
Belton Public School District No. 








514, 591 








Chinook School District No. 14 15, 675 
oe School District No. 22 , 045 
School District No: 50... 720 


17, 440 























NERRASKA 


City of Bellevue School District 
Grand Island School District 


Total. ._. 




















NEVADA 


Hawthorne Elementary School District No. 7 
Henderson School District... 
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Amounts of entitlement and mazimum allowance under Public Law 815, as 
‘amended, which were not requested by the final cutoff date, by applicants and 
State (as of Oct. 3, 1955)—Continued 





Funds not requested 





Project 
No. Applicant 


Sec. 202 by Total 





NEW YORK 


Central School District No. 1, Ovid $50, 720 $50, 720 
Central School District No. 2, Guilderland Center 1,373 
Union Free School District No. 2, Hempstead 189, 510 
Union Free School District No. 17, Oyster B 

Union Free School District No. is, Gye | 


edge 

Union Free School District No. 4 Huntington 

Union Free School District ‘No. 3, Babylon (North 
Babylon) 

e Free School District No. 2, Babylon (West Bab- 








NORTH CAROLINA 


New Bern City Schools : 7, 931 
Elizabeth City Graded Schools 12, 161 


20, 092 








NORTH DAKOTA 


Roosevelt School District No. 51, Garrison 14, 319 |___. 
Stanton Community School Disiriet S Ree 12, 740 
Underwood School District No. 8-- ae cabger 49, 883 





76, 942 








Dayton City Board of Education 1, 287, 890 
Van Buren Township local school district, Dayton (now 
Kettering local school district 106, 036 
Fairborn City Board of Education OF 2 eae 
Concord | board 5, 021 
Northridge local board of education, — 63, 238 
Mad River local school district, Eno 
Salem-Oak Harbor Board of Education local school dis- 
trict, Oak Harbor-- 
Miami Bahamas local school district, ‘Yellow Cotten... 
Mad River local school district, Dayton- ay. 
Union-Scioto local board of ed 
Randolph local board of education, E 
Beavercreek Board of ee anaes local district 
Xenia Township local school 
Wayne Township school aieteiot "Ease 
Madison local board of education, Groveport. 
inford local 





BResSEZ 


— 
a 


Carroll local school district 
Liberty Union Local School District, Baltimore 


— 


- 








: 





white 
Lawton Board of a (minority) colored 
Enid Independent School District N 

Crooked Oak Independent School District No. 53 
































-| 2 § ON BSrP 
alae 3 88 S258 


! 


ASSISTANCE. TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 61 


Amounts of entitlement and marimum allowance under Public Law 815, as 
amended, which were not requested by the final cutoff date, by applicants and 
State (as of Oct. 3, 1955)—Continued 


EE ESAS Ws 





Project 


No. Applicant 





Funds not requested 
| 
] 
| 


Sec. 202 | Sec. 305 | Total 





OREGON 


Lane County School District No. 76, Oakridge 
Gates School District No. 21-J 


Mill City School District No. 129-J 

Umatilla County School District No. 61, Stanfield 
Tillamook County School District No. 9, Tillamook 
Clackamas County School District No. 1-C, Milwaukee_. 
seers School District No. 114-C 


Hermiston Unified District No. 8 

Morrow County School District No. 10, Irrigon 

Columbia County School District No. 25, Quincy 

Harney County Unified High School District No. 2, Burns_ 
Harney County School District No. 30, Hines 











PENNSYLVANIA 


Moon Township Schoo] District, Corapolis 131, 929 
ue Middleton Township School District, Boiling 
rin: 33, 142 
Bristol Fowinaliip School District 
Flenolden Schoo! District 
Caln Township School District, Thorndale__.._- 
Hampden Township School District, Mechanicsburg _ - 








RHODE ISLAND 


North Kingston Town School Department, Wickford OPN BOG iaisis ccc dci3 , 
Portsmouth Town School Commiittee___...............--- 20, 123 20, 123 





321, 131 321, 131 








SOUTH CAROLINA 


Summerville Schoo] District No. 18 3, 150 
North Charleston School I ‘ L 884, 905 884, 905 
Dentsville School District Ss 49, 577 
Columbia School District No. 1, 122, 131 
St. Andrews Schoo! District No. 10, Charleston 154, 989 





2, 214, 752 





SOUTH DAKOTA 


Rapid City Independent School District 
Lake Andes Independent School District 
Douglas School District, Box Elder 
Yankton Independent School District 











TENNESSEE 


Shelby County Board of Education, Memphis- ----..--- - 

Anderson County Board of Education, Dover. ---_---..-.-|-..-- 

| Murfreesboro Board of Education... --..-.--..-..-..--- ‘ 
Franklin County Board of Education, Winchester - - 

Harriman City of Education -- ---- 

Manchester Board of Education............---.---- 











Wavert Board of Education.. wren 
cane County Board of Education, Kingston. 
Gian County Board of Education, Trenton 24, 916 
1 


} 


Loudon County Board of Education, ee aie ’ 

19 | Benton County Board of ~~ parma Camden. .-.-.---- 7 18, 670 
403 | Blount County School District _- ee = te 
404 Clinton City School District_- 
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Amounts of entitlement and mazimum allowance under Public Law 815, as 
amended, which were not requested by the final cutoff date, by applicants and 
State (as of Oct. 3, 1955)—Continued 





Project 
No. 


Applicant 


Funds not requested 





Sec. 202 % Total 





3 

4 

5 

7 

8 
10 
il 
16 
18 
20 
22 
23 
a) 
25 
26 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
39 
42 
44 
46 
48 
49 
50 
55 
58 
62 
64 
67 
71 
73 
7 
78 
201 
203 
205 
211 
214 
217 
219 
224 
228 
234 
235 





TEXAS 


New Boston Independent School District 

Orange Independent School District 

Galena Park Independent School District 

Belton Independent School District 

City of El Paso Independent School District 

Hooks Independent School District. 

Grand Prarie Independent Free Schoo] D 

Rosen Heights Independent School District Port Worth... 

Weatherford pasenenee School Distri 

Castleberry Community School District Fort Worth 

Rirdville Endependent School District, Forth Worth 

Kennedale Independent School + sae 

Keller Independent School Distri 

Grapevine Independent School Disizict 

Earle pean Community School District No. 17, Fort 
Wort: 


Benbrook Community School District No. 

Chapin Community School District No. 39, Sort Worth. _ 

Lam ndependent School District 

South San Antonio Independent ~ a District 

Dumas Independent School Distri 

bei ~% ~ Settlement Community School District No. 37, 
‘ort W: 

Colley Gapmmaiaiior School District W-20, El P. a 

Wainwright Community School District No. W 


Granbury Independent School District __ 
Nederland Independent School District __. 
Fort Worth pen 
Macedonia Community School District No. 39, Texarkana. 
Flour Bluff Independent School District, Corpus 
Pewitt Independent School District, N: aples 
Southside Rural High School District No. 17, San Antonio. 
Seagoville Independent Schoo! District 
La Coste Rural High School District No. 3................ 
Sundeen Independent School District, nee Christi. . 
Northside Rural High School ne No.1 , San Antonio.. 
Arlington Independent School Distri 
McGregor Independent School District 
Socorro Community School District _ El Paso 
Angleton Independent School Distri 
Godley Independent School D istrict 
La —— Independent School f District, Waco 

ancroft Community School District wee 


Inde} 
Sequin Independent School D 
San Antonio Independent Bobeel District 
Clehurne Independent School District 
New Braunfels Independent School District 
Se ny School District 


dependen’ istrict 
East moon Rural High School District No. 2, San 


Weber County Board of Education, school district, Ogden. 
South Summit Board of Education, school district. 


@ snes 
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11, 825, 101 . 12, 038, 751 





454, 958 454, 958 


13, 251 13, 251 
12, 580 12, 580 
4, 466 4, 466 
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485, 655 485, 655 
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Amounts of entitlement and marimum allowance under Public Law 815, as 
amended, which were not requested by the final cutoff date, by applicants and 
State (as of Oct. 3, 1955)—Continued 





Funds not requested 
Project 


No. Applicant 





Sec. 202 Sec. 305 Total 





VIRCINIA 


Princess Anne County School Board 

Elizabeth City County School Board, Hampton... 
Portsmouth City School Board 

Prince George County School Board, Hopewell. 
Stafferd County School Board, Fredericksburg 
Pulaski County School Board, +a, 

James City eae Ae ae School Board, T 

} ottoway County School Board, Nottoway 
Radford City School na 


Sd 
_— 
3S 


3-5 


bet 





3 | seesueees 


8 





Renton School District No. 403 

North Kitsap School District No, 400, Poulsh 
Clover Park School District No. 400, Tacoma. 
Edmonds School District No. 15 

Issaquah School District No. 411__- 

White Swan School District No. 88. 

Yelm School District No. 400 

Highline Public School District No. 401, Seattle 
Brewster School District No. 111 

South Bay School District No. 304, , Pympie 
Mukilteo School District No. 6 ____- 

Cane Flattery School District No 

Bremerton Consolidated School District 100-C __. 
University Place School District No. 83, Tacoma. 
Dry Creek School District No. 319, Port Angeles bane ' 
Granger School District No. 204 9, "10, 475 


Hazel Dell School District No. 53, Vancouver -- 
Thurston County School Distriet No. 1, Olympia. 
Bainbridge Island School District No. 303, Winslow 
Federal Way School District No. 210, Redondo _- -- 
Central Vailey School District No. 356, Opportunit; 
Port Angeles Schoo! District No. 17 

Shoreline Public School District No. 412, Seattle 
River View School District No. 53, Kennewick _... -- 
South Kitsap School District No. 402, Port Orchard_- 
Coupeville School District. No. 204 

Berney Schoo! District No. 5, Walia Walla 
Felida-Salmon Creek School District, Vancouver 
Parker Schoo] District No. 100 

Blaine School District No. 503 














ALASTA 


Kodiak Independent School District 
City of Sitka 

City of Nenana 

Palmer Independent School District 
Fairbanks School District 


Teen. .:--. 








HAWAII 
Rural Oahu Schoo] District 

















277, 504 277, 504 





Mr. Lestnsxt. It also covers each school district, the amount it 
should get. 

I appreciate this chance to testify before the committee and I re- 
quest permission to revise and extend my remarks. 

Mr. Perkins. I want to say that I appreciate the gentleman ap- 
pearing here today and giving us the benefit of your views. This 
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is not the first time that you have appeared and if I recall correctly, 
you have appeared on every occasion that this legislation was up for 
extention. 

I am delighted that you did appear, inasmuch as your father helped 
us write the original bill in 1949 and 1950. 

I have no questions. Do you have any questions? 

Mr. Mercatr. No questions. 

Mr. Perkins. Do you have any questions? 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. A very brief one. I was not quite sure about 
the prunes of H. R. 8585. In brief, what would it do? 

Mr. Lesrysxi. I am sorry I did not carry the explanation through 
thoroughly. 

H. R. 8585 takes in two conceptions of the law. First of all, it in- 
corporates my original bill, which I believe was 4086, and then Con- 

essman Wainwright’s problem in his districts where the school 

istricts have built the buildings before receiving their full allotment 
with expectation of getting their money. 

Now, the total amount of the bill, the figures are $75,547,000. That 
is to pay off all the back obligations for the school districts that have 
not received their full allotment. 

In the districts that have constructed facilities but have not received 
from the Federal Government the amount that we have put out, they 
are supposed to receive it and are entitled to it. 

Mr. FRretincnuysen. Any unpaid entitlement would be paid under 
your bill; is that right? 

Mr. Lesrnsxt. Yes. 

Mr. Fretincuvuysen. Whether or not there was a failure to put in an 
application before a cutoff date? 

Mr. Lestnsxr. That is correct. In other words, whether there is 
error made or misunderstanding between the Department and a super- 
intendent of schools, which happens quite often, or the inability of 
a superintendent to complete the forms properly or a misjudgment 
on the amount of children coming in, which oftentimes occurs be- 
cause we have to guess on the number of children coming in for the 
following year, for the coming year, or simply negligence. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. Of course, the entitlement, in itself, creates 
no legal obligation on the part of the Government to pay the school 
district that particular amount. 

Mr. Lestnsxr. I accept that, which is quite correct, but on the other 
hand, the sad part about it is that the very school districts that need 
this money the most—I wouldn’t say entirely, but a good portion of 
them—and Congressman Elliott has that problem in his district. 

Mr. Frecincuuysen. I too have school districts that have impacts. 

Mr. Lesinsxi. The important thing is that these things are invari- 
ably the ones that need it the most, and they suffer the most by the 
fact that one individual, due to an error, or something, is not receiving 
their full entitlement. 

Mr. Frevincuvuysenx. But this covers a lot more than errors. that 
are made, I assume. This covers any entitlement for which full pay- 
ment has not been made; is that right ? 

Mr. Lestnsx1. Basically, it isan error. 
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Mr. Fre,IncHuysen. It either is an.error.or it isn’t. A lot of.en- 
titlements were not paid in full because no such appropriations were 
provided, I think. 

Mr. Lillywhite, I think, might like to participate in this discus- 
sion. 

Mr. Littywurre. I think it might be of help to the committee just 
to clarify specifically, Congressman, there were the unpaid entitle- 
ments which you members of the subcommittee are completely aware 
of. That is the case where the school district submitted their part I 
application ; they are entitled toso much money. 

‘hey submitted a part II application containing projects to use 
that money. Now, after the payments were all made, there was about 
$91 million for which there were no appropriations made. You ap- 
propriated enough money, $55 million, to pay a pro rata share of the 
unpaid entitlements. 

ion in addition to that, as I understand the thing that Congress- 
man Lesinski is talking about, the law requires that a school dis- 
trict make application for the funds which it gets. The applications 
are in two parts. 

Part I lists the federally connected children, and from that you 
can compute the potential maximum amount which they could re- 
ceive. Then the Part II comes in to request the use of that money 
on specific projects. 

There were these some 400 school districts, whatever the exact num- 
ber is—the list is here which we submitted to the Congress—that 
submitted the part I project and did not submit the second half of 
the project to pick up all of the money they could have gotten. 

That amounts to approximately $75 million, and what I was 
really wanting to point out to the committee, because you had wrestled 
with this problem before on the unpaid entitlements, that this is some- 
thing in addition to and entirely apart from the unpaid entitlement 
problem which you had before. 

Mr. Lesrnsxi. At that point, is it true that the Department has 
turned funds back into the Federal Treasury ? 

Mr. Lituywurre. No. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. Has never turned back funds? 

Mr. Liattywuirr. The law has been such that we have been per- 
mitted to use any carryover from one 2-year period to add to the 
appropriation for another 2-year period, and we have used them that 
be There has not been money turned back to the Treasury on 
Public Law 815. 

Mr. Lxesrysxi. If the chairman will allow, may I ask at that point, 
then, that the amount left over from a previous year, from a specific 
year, oftentimes was due to the inability of a school district to put in 
under title II their full allotment? 

Mr. Littywurre. On the Public Law 246, which was the first exten- 
sion to this act—all the money that was appropriated, of course, was 
alloted under the first act—then on the second extension, we estimated 
$140 million would be needed and we didn’t use it all for Public 
Law 246. 

You authorized last year, or the gegeapostiens Committee, one of 
the two, reappropriated $21,500,000 which remained under 246 to be 
used for Public Law 731, which is the second extension. 
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There was some money left over. This year we are not going to 
have any money left over. In fact, we are up for a supp emental 
appropriation right now to pick up all of the applications during this 
2-year period 

r. Lestnsxt. That point of $21 million the gentleman mentions, 
if the school districts would have requested all their entitlements, 
would they have got part of that $21 million ¢ 

Mr. Littywuire. Nader that particular law, the total amount 
which they didn’t request under that law was only $3,072,000. The 
big bulk was on the first law, the original law that was passed. That 
was $72,397,000. 

Mr. Frevrncuuysen. I think Mr. Lillywhite has underlined what I 
just said, and that is that these basic entitlements that are created 
under part I of the program do not create any obligation, unless they 
crystallize those entitlements in the form of part II applications. 
What you are doing is reopening or suggesting that we reopen and 
create an obligation towards all those entitlements starting at the 
beginning of the operation of these two laws. 

Mr. Lestnsxr. That is quite correct. May I emphasize one point 
here, and I believe it will clarify my approach to this subject. 

I am, as a Member of Congress, and as an individual who has his 
own children, not exactly too happy about the Federal Government 
participating in this school program, as such, for a very definite rea- 
son : The fact is that a school problem is the problem of the people 


in the respective areas, but by having it that way, it is — more 
closely watched by the fathers and mothers of the respective chi 


Idren 
when they have to support that school. 


The Federal Government is responsible for the fact of bringing these 
people in from other parts of the country which has brought on un- 
necessary loads upon a school district which the taxpayers cannot sup- 
port properly. For that reason, basically I have supported these 
measures because the Federal Government as been responsible for it, 
and I intended to until that time is corrected, but the longer we pro- 
long this thing by not giving the school districts their proper amount 
that they should have, as long as this thing is going to last now, I would 
much prefer to see one huge appropriation given to the whole coun 
to catch up with our needs of education for our school buildings, and 
so forth, and then drop the whole subject immediately, but the fact 
that Congress has not allotted its full amount that is necessary through- 
out the whole Nation, we are continuing this thing because of the 
piece meal action that Con has projected. 

This is part of the whole program. The $75 million that I pro- 
posed in the bill here to give these school districts if we do this, and 
appropriate the proper amount that is necessary to bring our school 
— up to date, the sooner we can say amen and forget the whole 
thing. 

Mr. Fretincuvuysen. I don’t think Congress needs to criticize it- 
self too seriously even in the amount of money which has been appro- 
priated for this program. We did appropriate an additional amount 
of money to cover some of these back entitlements. I think it is a 
reasonable position for us to take in order to share in this huge appro- 

riation or number of appropriations that we make that the school 
istricts formalize their requests in such a way that they can justify 
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in a competitive situation the use of those funds. If they don’t 
bother to formalize their entitlement to a greater degree than they have, 
then perhaps at least some of those districts to which you refer, those 
400 school districts should not get money from the Federal Treasury. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. As the gentleman knows, a school superintendent is 
elected or appointed, whicheyer it might be, and if the individual is not 
completely aware of the practical Ree of the law, why should a 
school district suffer because of one individual ? ‘ 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. The alternative is to abandon the practical 
safeguards which are set up in the law to protect those individuals 
who don’t know enough about the law to obey its provisions. If 
you have a cutoff date, and they don’t come in at that time in order 
to qualify for the funds, you are saying, in effect, they didn’t know any 
better; let’s forgive them and let’s give them the money. 

I think there is room to argue that position. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. There is room to argue. On the other hand, should 
the schoolchildren of that district suffer because of one individual 
where Congress has allowed this to come across? 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Again, we are not going to get anywhere. 
I think that the Congress has set up reasonable standards, and I 
think it has been reasonably generous in the amounts of money that 
have been made available. 

Mr, Lestnsxr. I appreciate the gentleman’s statement, and that 
is the reason why, in order to approach this subject from another 
angle, I have introduced the bill to set aside a $3 billion revolving 
fund. “ 

Mr. Freitincuuysen. Not for impacted school districts? 

Mr. Lestnsxt. No; for all school districts, which would allow a 
school district, as the one I mentioned here in Garden City, to par- 
ticipate. ‘They are bonded way beyond their limitations, and they 
still need additional schools, 

It is to let them borrow from the Federal Government to complete 
their schools, and the Federal Government will not be paying the 
money out, but simply loaning it to them. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Lesinski, are you acquainted with the amend- 
ments being sponsored by the school superintendents? 

Mr. Lzstnsx1. Not completely, Mr. irman. 

Mr. Perkins. Congressman Baldwin. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN F. BALDWIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Batpwry. Mr. Chairman, I am John F. Baldwin, representing 
the Sixth eck a of California. is ‘ ‘ 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this subcommittee, 
and I appreciated the opportunity to do so last year when yon had 
before you a similar subject. 

It is my understanding that you are now holding hearings on the 
extension of Public Law 815 and Public Law 874, and I would like 
to support the extension of both those measures. 

I might say that I represent two counties in the State of Cali- 
fornia, and each of those two-counties last year received over $1 mil- 
lion in Federal aid to education to schools in impacted areas. 
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We have numerous installations in the area. Salerno County, one 
of my two counties, I understand has the largest percentage of mili- 
tary personnel and Government employees in relationship to the 
whole personnel of the county of any county in the State of 
California. 

I have a letter that I have received this morning from the Rich- 
mond School District in Richmond, Contra Costa County, which 
points out that last year alone the Richmond Elementary School Dis- 
trict, a single school district, received $500,954 under Public Law 874, 
and the Richmond Union High School District received $188,617 
under the same law. 

I have had the opportunity during the adjournment of Con 
last fall to have meetings with several of these school boards, and am 
convinced that in some of these areas, particularly in the community 
of Vallejo, where Mare Island Naval Yard is located, that these school 
districts just would not be able to carry the educational burden with- 
out the aid that has been given to them by these two Federal laws, 
and I would like, therefore, to support the extension of these laws. 

I hope for 2 years in both cases, and I hope very much that this 
committee may give favorable consideration to the continued elimina- 
tion of this 3-percent absorption requirement clause as you have done 
the last 2 years. - 

Mr. Perxrns Mr. Baldwin, with the elimination of the 3-percent 
absorption clause you feel, I take it, that the laws are working 
splendidly in their present form; is that correct? 

Mr. Batowrn. Yes; that is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Rhodes? 

Mr. Ruopes. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman, except to thank 
the good gentleman from California for coming before the committee 
and giving us his feelings on this legislation, and the way it has 
worked in his district. He has made a very fine statement, and thanks, 
again, for coming. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Perxrns. Mr, Frelinghuysen? 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. I have no questions either. I did pay a brief 
visit to Mr. Baldwin’s Congressional District, and I know the nature 
of the problem which he has with the Federal impact on those school 
districts, so I, too, appreciate his testimony here today. 

Mr. Batpwrn. Thank you, Mr. Frelinghuysen. 

Mr. Perks. Thank you, Mr. Baldwin. I also join with my col- 
leagues in complimenting you for your g 508 rapes here. I know that 
your district is one of the areas that benefits perhaps as much as 
any district in the country, and I am glad to learn that the laws as 
presently written are working so well in your area. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your consideration. 

Mr. Perxrys. Mr. Stephens, are you ready to testify now? 

We have with us this morning a gentleman from the district that I 
am privil to represent, Mr. Roscoe Stephens, the county school 
superintendent of Greenup County, Ky. It happens that within the 

ast 2 or 3 years, there has been considerable development in the area, 
rst as a result of the atomic energy development near Piketon, Ohio, 
and then again, the impact from the Greenup Dam. 
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I think that last year was the first year that you benefited from this 
program ; is that correct? 

Mr. SrepHens. That is right, Mr. Perkins. 

Mr. Perkins. Would you proceed, now, in your own way? Give 
the stenographer your name there, for the record. 


STATEMENT OF ROSCOE STEPHENS, COUNTY SCHOOL 
SUPERINTENDENT, GREENUP COUNTY, KY. 


Mr. Sreruens. Roscoe Stephens. 

In the first place, I certainly want to thank you for this opportunity 
of coming before you. I not only feel that is an opportunity, but an 
obligation to my county back in Greenup, Ky. 

I want to go over and give you just a oa of the figures or statistics 
of how we have been affected back there by the atomic energy plant 
at Piketon, Ohio. First, let me say that we have the maximum tax 
rate of $2 per $100 valuation back in our county. That is as far as 
we can go, 

Mr. _ Aue You mean you have voted a bond issue in addition 
to the $1.50 levied by the board of education? You have voted a bond 
issue for an extra 50-cent levy ? 

Mr. Srepuens. That is right. In 1952 and 1953, we had no one 
federally connected from Greenup County. In 1953 and 1954, we 
had 329 pupils whose parents were employed at the atomic plant at 
Piketon, Ohio. 

In 1954 and 1955 we had 516 children whose parents worked at the 
atomic plant at Piketon, Ohio. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. What was the total number of your children 
at that time? What percentage ¢ 

Mr. Sreruens. The total number of nonfederally connected chil- 
dren ¢ 

Mr. FRrevincuuysEn. Yes. 

Mr. SrePHEns. 3,266. 

Mr. Fre.incuuysen. Thank you. 

Mr. SterHens. However, that number of federally connected chil- 
dren has fallen off considerably, just about. half, to around 285 chil- 
dren now whose parents work at the atomic plant at Piketon, Ohio. 


I want to give you just a few figures as to the capacity of some of 
our schools. The normal capacity of McKell High School—that is 
one of the schools which we were so affected by—is 350, and, of course, 
our peak enrollment there reached in 1954 and 1955, 669. 

You might ask the question, “What happened to those children ? 
Where did you house them?” We held classes in cafeterias, audi- 
torium stages, and janitors’ quarters. We transported 40 children to 


a store building. W 


the county. 

Of course, that was done at an added expense to us. We received 
last year, including our entitlement under 815 and 874, approxi- 
mately $90,000 for construction and current operating expense. Last 
year we received a little better than $9,000 for current operating 
expense, and in estimating the cost as a result of that to us for cur- 
rent operating expenses, it amounted to around $20,000. 

In other words, we had to employ additional teachers. We had to 
lay out extra transportation expense in transporting those children. 


e transported 45 children to another district in 
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I want to give you some of the figures as to how our enrollment 
jumped during those years. In 1951-52, our enrollment was 3628. 
In 1952 and 1953 it was 3,811; in 1953 and 1954, 4,074; in 1954 and 
1955, 4,263; 1955 and 1956, 4,563. 

I also want to enumerate here again the enrollment of some of our 
schools to show you how our schools have been affected. McKell 
High School in 1952 and 1953 had 407 enrolled. In 1953 and 1954 
it jumped to 567. In 1954 and 1955 our enrollment increased to 646, 
and in 1955 and 1956 it still is at 603, and, notwithstanding the fact 
that a lot of our people have moved out that are working at the atomic 
plant, many of them have stayed and have become permanent resi- 
dents of Greenup County and that is one of the big factors in keeping 
our enrollment up. 

Of course, I know that our local enrollment is up, too, so that, plus 
the number of people that are employed permanently on the project, 
has caused the enrollment to stay up. 

Wurthland High School: 1952 and 1953, 470; 1953 and 1954, 511; 
1954 and 1955, 547; and 1955 and 1956, 556. I think one reason you 
can account for the fact that the Wurthland High School, which is 
in the eastern end of the county, finds its enrollment is increasing 
is the fact that it is located near the Greenup Dam, and the same 
thing is happening in the Wurthland area that happened in the west 
end of the county as a result of the atomic project. 

In other words, Wurthland being so close to the Greenup Dam is 
getting some of the people that are employed on the Greenup Dam. 

I want to give you another figure here. We have a two-room school 
in Greenup County, located next to the Greenup Dam. In 1952 and 
1953, the enrollment was 58; in 1953 and 1954, the enrollment was 56; 
and today the enrollment of that two-room school is 80. 

Mr. Perxrns. That is a direct impact from the Greenup Dam. 

Mr. Sreruens. That is right. I am just scared to death for this 
year. I don’t know what is going to happen there, but just before I 
came up here, I talked to the engineer on the dam there, and he antici- 
pated that the employment there this summer would reach 2,000, 
“et Perkins. Do you know the number that are presently employed 
there ¢ 

Mr. Sreruens. Yes, I have the number presently employed there. 
Seventy-six are employed on the dam project right now, 76 construc- 
tion workers, and 26 Government workers, but the contract has just 
been let on that project and, of course, we haven’t as yet begun to 
feel the impact of it. 

Mr. Perxrns. However, the real impact you expect to hit you 
this fall? 

Mr. Srernens. That is right. I also have some figures on the— 
we have five districts back there—Greenup. I called the superin- 
tendent just before I left. Greenup is located about 4 or 5 miles from 
the project. The enrollment of that school is 432. The federally con- 
nected children now number 32, and, of course, that small district is 
really going to be affected. 

The Greenup project is much closer than the Piketon project. Not 
only are we going to be affected there in those immediate schools, but 
our high school, which is about 10 miles down the river, and the Ful- 
lerton grade school, which is also down the river about 10 miles, are 
going to be greatly affected by the Greenup Dam project. 
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I believe that is all I have. 

Mr. Perxrns. Are you acquainted with the amendments being spon- 
sored by the school superintendents ? 

Mr. SrernHens. Mr. Perkins, I have studied them not very care- 
fully. I think I know something about them. 

Mr. Perkins. You are in favor of those amendments, I presume, 
because they further liberalize the act and will give you more money 
to help you alleviate your impact. 

Mr. SrepHens. Yes, sir. One thing that hurt us last year was the 
3 percent absorption regulation. 

Mr. Perxtns. And you are very much, I take it, in favor of the 
elimination of the 3 percent absorption clause? 

Mr. Steruens. I am very much in favor of the elimination of the 
3 percent absorption. 

Mr. Perxrns. I would like to ask you one general question. Inas- 
much as you are levying the maximum, the $1.50, on each $100 assess- 
ment, and you have voted a 50-cent additional levy, how would you 
be able to operate next year with this impact without Federal aid? 

Mr. Srepuens. I am scared to death. I just don’t know what is 
going to happen. If there are 2,000 people moving into that area 
there, I just don’t know. I think that I shall just run off and hide 
somewhere, 

Mr. Perxtns. Go ahead, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. I want to thank you, Mr. Stephens, for coming before 
the committee. I think you probably realize that you are quite fortu- 
nite in your particular situation in your worry about schools in hav- 
ing the chairman of this committee representing you in Congress, 
who certainly is familiar not only with your problem, but with the 
general problems of education. 

I just wanted to ask you concerning the $2-tax rate. Is that the 
maximum set by the local law of the State? 

Mr. Sreruens. That is the maximum, yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Rnopes. No school district can have a higher levy than $2 per 
$100 assessed valuation ? 

Mr. Srepnens. No, sir. We had a law pending before the State 
legislature there, but it did not pass, so that is the maximum. 

Mr. Ruopes. At what figure do you assess real property? Do you 
assess it at market value, or a certain percent of market value? 

Mr. Srernens. I believe it is around a third of the actual assessed 
valuation. 

er Ruopes. Do you have any limitation on the bonded indebted- 
ness ? 

Mr. Srernens. Yes, sir, we do. That is the thing that I am worried 
about now. We have been permitted to issue $700,000 in bonds. We 
are building 9-room elementary buildings. We have already issued 
$537,000. We have $163,000 yet to go, but that is just, you might say, 
breaking the ice as far as our actual buildings needs are concerned. 

Mr. Rropes. Do you have a limit beyond which the district cannot 
bond itself? 

Mr. Sreprens. That is right. It is 6 percent of the actual assessed 
valuation. 

Mr. Ruopes. Six percent ? 

Mr. Srernens. Yes. 
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Mr. Ruopss. If you assess it at a third, actually it works out about 

2 percent of the market value of the property. How extensive a 
seve ae is the Greenup Dam? 

Mr. Sreruens. It is a $60-million project. I believe it extends 
from 1954 to 1960. 

Mr. Ruopes. The construction will end in 19604 

Mr. Sreruens. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. A lot of your impact will end with the end of the 
construction period, probably. 

Mr. Srepuens. I just don’t know. That is what we thought about 
the atomic plant at p -iketon, but a lot of those people are there today. 
1 have neighbors around me that have moved in there as a result 
of it who work there permanently. 

Mr. Ruopes. Even so, we couldn’t very well allow a situation to 
continue for 6 years like the one you described where you are having 
classes in buildings around the town, in the janitors’ quarters, and 
everywhere else. 

Mr. Srernens. That is right. 

Mr. Ruopes. We still have to educate the kids. 

Mr. Srernens. My philosophy is this: The most important thing, 
as far as a democracy is concerned, is the education of our people, 
because the type of government we have is going to depend upon 
not just a few of the people, but all of the people. 

Mr. Ruopes. I couldn’t agree with you more, Mr. Stephens, and 
thanks, again, for coming. 

Mr. Steruens. Thank you for the opportunity. 

Mr. Prerxrns. Do you want to ask any questions, Mr. Udall? 

Mr. Upaut. No questions. 

Mr. Perkins. I appreciate, too, the fact that you appeared here 
this morning, Mr. Stephens. 

Mr. Sreruens. Thank you, Mr. Perkins. I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity. 

Mr. Perkins. The committee will now recess, and if any other 
Congressmen want to testify we will get together this afternoon. So 
far as I know now, we have no other witnesses that want to appear 
before the committee today. 

If no one else wants to appear today, we will adjourn until the 10th 
of April. 

Giiteumens at 11:10 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Tuesday, April 10, 1956.) 





AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874, 
8IST CONGRESS 


TUESDAY, APRIL 10, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE 
on EpucatTion AnD Lasor, 
Washington, D. C. 

The Subcommittee To Extend and Amend Public Laws 815 and 874, 
8ist Congress, met at 10 a. m. in the committee room of the Committee 
on Education and Labor, room 429, House Office Building, Hon. Carl 
D. Perkins seem chairman) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Wier, Metcalf, Thompson, Udall, Gwinn, 


Rhodes, Wainwright, and Frelinghuysen. 

Present also: Fred G. Hussey, chief clerk; James M. Brewbaker, 
general counsel; and Russell C. Derrickson, chief investigator. 

Mr. Perxrys. The meeting will come to order. 

The first witness will be Representative Hyde of Maryland. After 


we hear the Congressmen that are here we will then hear the school 
superintendents. 
Go ahead, Mr. Hyde. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DeWITT S. HYDE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Hype. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is DeWitt S. Hyde. I represent the Sixth Congressional 
District of Maryland. 

I am not addressing myself particularly to any one of the bills 
before the committee this morning. My interest is in the extension of 
Public Law 815, dealing with school construction, which expires at 
the end of the current fiscal year, June 30, 1956; and the extension of 
Public Law 874, dealing with operation and maintenance costs of 
schools, which, as the committee knows, expires on June 30, 1957. 

The State of Maryland, in proportion to its population, has more 
Federal impact than any other State. Nine counties in Maryland 
have received a total of $29,175,513 for 52 school construction projects 
under Public Law 815 during the last 5 years. In this same period of 
time, 12 Maryland counties have received approximately $7 million 
- operation and maintenance costs of the schools under Public Law 
874. 

The committee can see, when it realizes there are only 23 counties 
in the State, that a large proportion of the State is benefited by this 
program. Asa matter of fact, as far as the school population is con- 
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cerned, the areas affected probably comprise one-half of the school 
population in the State. 

r. Perxtns. I think the committee is well aware of the benefits 
received by Maryland by reason of Federal activities. Are you satis- 
fied with the operation of the present laws? 

Mr. Hype. Generally speaking, I would say in answer to that, Mr. 
Chairman, yes. Based on what we are told, and based on the com- 
plaints, or perhaps I should say the lack of them, that I have re- 
ceived from the school superintendents in my district in the areas 
affected by those programs, I would say the answer to that question, 
generally speaking, is yes. 

Mr. Perxins. Are you familiar with the amendments being pro- 
posed by the superintendents in general? 

Mr. Hyoe. Very generally and very vaguely, and because none have 
been pressed by the school superintendents in my district, I am not 
sufficiently familiar with them to give the committee any worthwhile 
testimony on this subject. 

Mr. Perxrns. As far as you know your superintendents are satisfied 
with the present operations of the laws? 

Mr. Hyoper. As far as I know; yes. 

Mr. Perxtns. Go ahead. 

Mr. Hyne. I just want say another couple of words on the impor- 
tance of the extension of these two laws, which is the thing I am ad- 
dressing myself to this morning. 

The county in which I live, Mont omery County, which is immedi- 
ately adjacent to the District of Columbia, and the county next to it, 
Prince Georges County, which is not in my district, are both areas in 
which, for practical purposes, there is no industry other than the 
Federal Government. 

It is estimated by the experts on this subject that Montgomery 
County, the one immediately outside of MiAengiaee ew in which are 
located the well-known areas of Bethesda, Rockville, and so on, will 
nearly double its population in the next generation or more, and that 
increase in population will practically all be federally connected. 

The present population of eran: | County is 260,000, and it is 
estimated in the period I have mentioned it will probabl be 450,000. 
The sole industry in the whole county that can “set | to help out 
in this tremendous problem is the Federal Government, and therefore 
for those areas it is extremely important that those two laws be 
extended. 

That is the substance of what I have to say, and I thank you very 
much for this opportunity of appearing before Yee 

Mr. Perxins. Thank you. Any questions, Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wier. No questions. 

Mr. Perxtns. Mr. Udall? 

Mr. Upatt. No. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Wainwright? 

Mr. Warnwricut. No questions. 

Mr. Hype. Thank you. 

Mr. Prerxrns, I see in the rear of the room a group of high-school 
students from Sharpsburg, Ky., which happens to be the only Blue- 

county in the district I am privil to represent. The district 
represent has been enlarged so that it covers one-fifth of the State of 
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Kentucky, and I am mighty glad to see these high-school students here 
this morning and hope you enjoy your visit in the Capital. The ses- 
sion of the House convenes at 12 o’clock, and I know you will enjoy 
observing the session of Congress. 

Mr. Wrer. And Congressmen are always delighted to feed the 
guests. 

Mr. Per«tns. And I will be delighted to feed the guests today. 


We will be very glad to hear from Congressman Rivers, of South 
Carolina at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. L. MENDEL RIVERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Rivers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is L. Mendel 
Rivers. I represent the First Congressional District of South Caro- 
lina. 

If you will permit me, I will stand up and present what I have. 

Mr. Perxtns. Go on in your own way. 

Mr. Rivers. I appear this morning in the interest of your bill de- 
signed to extend the Federal aid for impacted areas. As at least one 
of your distinguished committee members, Mr. Wier, knows first- 
hand, the district which I have the honor to represent has about 75 
percent of all the military installations in the State of South Caro- 
lina. We have very large installations in the Beaufort area, where 
Parris Island is located. Incidentally, we lament what happened 
there recently. 


Also, we have the new jet wing being moved out of Florida; and at 
Charleston we have the Headquarters for the Sixth Naval District; 
headquarters for a mine fleet of over 80 vessels; and the naval base 
at. Charleston which will handle over 20,000 passengers per month; 
the largest transportation os in the East, with an inventory of 


over $270 million ; and most of the military installations in my State. 

We remember vividly when the first concept of extending aid to the 
impacted areas was proposed. It was an appropriation idea 
initially, and then your distinguished committee made it permanent by 
legislation. At the point where it stands to expire, we urge that you 
consider the bill which the distinguished chairman of this subcom- 
mittee has introduced. 

We think that your bill, Mr. Chairman, cures what defects there 
are in this legislation in the manner in which it is administered to the 
beneficiaries of this fine aid to the impacted areas. 

I asked one of my school superintendents in the Beaufort area to 
compile for me a brief on this as it affects Beaufort, and I would like to 
present, that to the committee and insert it in the record, because I 
think it is representative. I would like to say this is a fine compila- 
tion. It contains what I believe would be representative of all of my 
people. We urge that your committee carry out the concept as it is 
proposed in the chairman’s bill, because we think that would be more 
equal to all the participants and would serve more people in a more 
democratic way. 

Mr. Perxrs. Have you discussed these amendments with the Office 
of Education ? 

Mr. Rivers. No. I understand they are not in complete accord 
with you, but we are in accord with you. I do not know how the 
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Office of Education feels on this. I have a letter from one of my 
school boards at Charleston, and I assume they refer to the Office of 
Education not being entirely in accord with your bill, I do not know, 
but we favor your bill. We think it is a good bill and we think it 
will cure what defects there are in the original legislation. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Wier. 

Mr. Wier. Have you had any complaints from any of your im- 
pacted areas ? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. They say the law is not equal in its admin- 
istration under the organic law. They feel that Mr. Perkins’ bill 


would more nearly cure whatever defects there are in the basic legisla- 
tion. 


If you will permit me, Mr. Chairman, I will include in my remarks 
this brief. 


Mr. Perkins. Without objection, it will be included in the record. 
(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT CONCERNING Pustic Laws 815 AND 874 Aas THEY AFFECT BEAUFORT 
County ScHoot District No. 1, BEAurort County, S. C., Preparep spy O, K. 
McDANIEL, ADMINISTRATOR OF SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM FOR BEAUFORT 
County, Marcu 30, 1956 


Beaufort County School District No. 1 has been a recipient of the benefits of 
Public Laws 815 and 874 since their first enactment. It has three installations 
located in or adjacent to the district, namely, Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris 
Island ; Naval Hospital, Beaufort, and Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort. In 
addition to the children of workers on the above installations the district has 
children of workers who commute between this area and Naval Base, Charleston, 
S. C., and Savannah River project, Aiken, 8. C. 

As of March 5 of this session 1,809 federally connected pupils have been en- 
rolled in the schools of this district with an average daily attendance for the 
6 months of 1,509. This gives an average daily attendance of 83.5 percent based 
on the enrollment. It is evident from this high percentage of attendance that 
the majority of these federally connected pupils who migrate into the district 
are remaining for the school year. Of these pupils 557 are in the high school 
and 1,252 in the elementary. According to standards set up by our State these 
extra pupils make it necessary for the district to employ 54 additional teachers. 
The average teacher’s salary in this district for 1955-56, according to records 
from the district superintendent’s office, is $2,989.64. Therefore, the additional 
burden of salary is $161,440.56. It has been estimated that the teachers’ salaries 
are from 60 to 75 percent of the total cost of instruction. If we estimate the 
teacher’s salary as 70 percent of the total cost of instruction and add to this 
such items as janitorial services, heat, lights, and transportation we will have 
a total cost of $230,630 for these additional pupils. The State will give us some 
aid in carrying this extra load. However, since the per capita income of Beau- 
fort County is about the same as that of the State as a whole we pay into the 
State treasury about as much as we receive. Therefore the State aid is in 
reality our money simply sent back to us from the capital. Our only other source 
of aid to carry this extra burden has come from the benefits of Public Law 874. 
For this reason it is very urgent that this law be continued. 

By further observing the fact that we have 1,809 federally connected pupils 
which require 54 additional teachers it is likewise noted that these additional 
pupils require 54 additional classrooms or teaching stations. Up to the present 
time Beaufort County School District No. 1 has been fortunate enough to share 
in the benefits of Public Law 815. A total of 44 classrooms have been built with 
the money from this source and also some additional facilities such as office space 
and cafeterias. However, this still leaves a burden of around 10 classrooms 
for the district to carry. 

The benefits of these laws have meant much to this district and it is very 
urgent that they be continued. However, there is something much more alarm- 
ing just ahead of us than anything we have had to face in the past. It is 
the probable influx of federally connected pupils which we will have within the 
near future as a result of the activities at the old Beaufort Naval Air Station. 
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We are submitting as exhibit A a letter written by Col. F. M. June, Head- 
quarters, Marine Corps Auxiliary Landing Field, Beaufort, 8. C., dated March 
18, 1956. Colonel June has charge of the reactivating of the Old Naval Air 
Station and the expanding and transforming of same into the Marine Corps 
Auxiliary Landing Field. In this letter he predicts that the school population 
in our district, as a result of this activity, during the session 1957-58, will be 
increased by a minimum of 1,225 children from the military personnel alone. 
No estimate has been made of the increase due to the advent of the children of 
civilian workers. This increase is already reflecting itself in the present en- 
rollment. We are making about all the local effort possible to take care of the 
situation. Though the assessed valuation of property for school purposes was 
practically the same for 1954-55 as for 1953-54, the tax rate for current school 
expenses was raised from 22 to 28 mills. For 1955-56 the total assessed valuation 
of property for school purposes has been practically doubled and is now $10,- 
065,770 and the tax rate has been reduced only 5 mills (The tax rate in 1954-55 
was 28 mills. It is 23 mills for 1955-56). We have exhausted our present entitle- 
ment for school buildings as provided by the South Carolina Educational Finance 
Commission and we are asking for permission to borrow additional funds for 
building and maintenance in anticipation for future entitlements. Our other 
source is from the benefits of Public Laws 815, and 874. With the tidal wave 
of children descending upon us it is most urgent to us that these laws be extended 
and changed in such ways as will give us even more help in the future than in 
the past. 

After working with and observing the operation of these laws for several years 
a group of school men, including myself, representing all geographic areas in 
the United States, has worked out some proposed changes in the laws which we 
believe will make them more functional and render their benefits more equitable. 
We are submitting a copy of these proposed changes in Public Law 874 (Main- 
tenance and Operation Assistance) as exhibit B and those of Public Law 815 
(School Construction Assistance) as exhibit ©. We desire to discuss only cer- 
tain items of each of these as they affect our district. 

Py 
EXHIBIT B, PROPOSED CHANGES IN PUBLIC LAW 874 (MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION 
ASSISTANCE) 


Item 1.—Provision should be made to eliminate the 3 percent absorption for the 
school year 1956-57 and for any further extension of this legislation. We sub- 
mit an example of how it works in Beaufort: 


(a) Total average daily attendance of all pupils 1954-55 

(b) % total average daily attendance sec. 3 (b) pupils 

(c) Item (@) minus item (6) (no Federal pupils) 

(d) Pupil loss (3 percent of item (c) (non-Federal pupils) 

(e) Total local contribution rate 

(f) Monetary loss in funds (item (d) X item (e)) $9, 188. 36 


Our district can ill afford to lose this amount. 

Item 2.—Provision should be made for the Federal responsibility for children 
of military personnel who migrate into the district to continue as long as the 
children remain in school following the transfer of the parent from the school 
district upon military orders. We have several children in school now who en- 
tered when their fathers were stationed on Parris Island. Now the fathers are 
scattered to the four corners of the earth, but the children are still attending 
os Beaufort schools and the district is still providing educational facilities for 
them. 

Item 4.—Provision should be made for section 4 (a@) children whose parents 
either work on or live on Federal property to be eligible for payment as now 
provided regardless of the percentage such children are either to the total or the 
non-Federal pupil load. We submit below an example of how this works in 
Beaufort : 


(a) Total average daily attendance of all pupils 1954-55 

(b) Total average daily attendance for federally connected children 
(c) Total non-Federal average daily attendance (@) minus (b) 

(ad) 5 percent of 3,172 (excess needed over 1,418) 

(e) Total estimated Federal average daily attendance for 1955-56 
(f) Total estimated Federal increase (¢€) minus (b) 


A representative of the field office of the United States Office of Education made 
a survey of our district during the first week in March of this year and on the 
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basis of our records for the first 6 months his estimate of the increase of the 
federally connected children was 145 for the entire session. Under the present 
law it is necessary that we have an increase of 159. We have the burden of the 
145 children but we are not allowed the benefits under section 4 (a) due to the 
present percent requirement. 

Item 5.—Provision should be made to increase the present “floor” for local 
contribution rate under section 3 to “not less than the average local contribution 
rate for the Nation during the second year preceding the application, provided, 
that such local contribution rate shall not be more than 90 percent of the per 
capita cost in the applicant’s State for the same year.” The present floor of 
one-half the per capita cost of the applicant’s State during the second preceding 
year has proved inequitable in many States due primarily to the difference in 
district organization and pattern of taxation between several States in district 
organization and pattern of taxation between several States. 


EXHIBIT C. PROPOSED CHANGES IN PUBLIC LAW 815 (SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 
ASSISTANCE) 


Item 1.—Provision should be made to extend this law in a fashion which will 
allow the Commissioner of Education to consider the pupil load, both federally 
and nonfederally connected, for the year in which the application is filed and 
to estimate the increase in pupil load to June 30 of the succeeding year in de- 
termining Federal responsibility. 

By referring to exhibit A, Col. F. M. June’s letter, it will be noted that we may 
expect a gradual increase for the year 1956-57 mostly consisting of children of 
civilian workers and that the tidal wave of children will rescend upon us during 
the session 1957-58. If we could be allowed to file application next year cover- 
ing the actual increase during that year and also the firm estimated increase for 
the succeeding year we would be in position to take care of these children when 
they arrive. Otherwise we may have them filling basements of churches, court- 
houses, lodge halls, and probably sitting on benches in the park. 

Item 3.—Provision should be made so that the non-Federal growth requirement 
would be changed from 5 percent per year to 3 percent per year or 6 percent for 
2-year period instead of 10 percent. The 3 percent per year increase is adequate 
to assure that applicants under Public Law 815 will assume a normal increase 
on the non-Federal pupil load the same as other school districts who are not ap- 
plicants under the act. 

There are other important items suggested as proposed changes and badly 
needed by other school men and other districts that operate under different cir- 
cumstances. In discussing the above we have confined our remarks to those 
items most vitally affecting Beaufort County School District No. 1. 


AppENDUM No. 1 


Since beginning the work of this statement we have received notice from 
the United States Office of Education that our application for school construction 
aSsistance under Public Law 815, as amended, has been processed and the sum 
of $112,500 has been set aside for us under project No. 8. C.-56-—C-6A6. 

This means that the 10 rooms referred to in first paragraph, page 2 of this 
statement, has been provided for. Our concern now is for the future assistance 
under these laws in the light of the anticipated increases mentioned above. 


Exureit A 


HEADQUARTERS, MARINE CorPs AUXILIARY LANDING FYE, 
Beaufort, 8. C. 
Dr. L. C. McArruHur, 
Beaufort, 8. C. 


Dear Dr. McArgruur: Following our conversation Monday I asked my staff to 
compile data from the most recent information available to us which would pro- 
vide you with the latest figures on the anticipated increase in student load gen- 
erated by the activation of this station. 

Accordingly, our latest computations indicate that approximately 2,450 chil- 
dren of all ages will be living with their parents in the Beaufort area by Septem- 
ber 1, 1957. Of these 2,450 children, I suppose 50 percent, or 1,225, would be of 
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school age. However, I believe this figure should be considered the minimum 
rather than the maximum number of students you can expect. 

It is anticipated that the bulk of these students will arive in Beaufort after 
the end of the 1956-57 school term and prior to the beginning of the 1957-58 
school term (September 1, 1957). The military buildup and the related student 
increase prior to this time should be gradual, and I don’t think the student load 
will be much more than 75 prior to the end of the 1956-57 school term. 

These calculations do not take into account the influence on the student popu- 
lation by the increased number of civilian employees working for the various 
construction firms. Unfortunately, there is no way to determine the exact num- 
ber of civilian workers who will be hired from Beaufort and the nearby com- 
munities or who will come from other areas and bring their families to Beaufort. 

I hope this new estimate will be of value to you in your school planning. 

Sincerely yours, 


F. M, Jone. 


Exursit B 


PRoposrep CHANGES IN Pusiic Law 815 (MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION 
ASSISTANCE) 


1. Provision should be made to eliminate the 3-percent absorption for the 
school year 1956-57 and for any further extension of the legislation. 

Reason: Federally impacted school districts have many extra fiscal problems 
other than those recognized in Public Law 874. Usually these districts have also 
experienced a non-Federal impact far in excess of normal which creates further 
fiscal difficulty. Thus, they are in no fiscal condition to absorb any part of the 
Federal responsibility which is recognized by this act. 

2. Provision should be made for the Federal responsibility for children of 
military personnel who migrate to a school district to continue as long as the 
children remain in school following the transfer of the parent from the school 
district upon military orders. 

Reason: Usually the families of military personnel cannot immediately be 
accommodated with housing facilities at a new assignment. Thus, it is highly 
inequitable for the Federal Government to discharge its responsibility merely 
by transferring its military personnel. 

3. Provision should be made so that deduction for tax payments in connection 
with real property will be made only when Federal responsibility for children is 
claimed in connection with such Federal property. 

Reason: Federal payments were made because of many Federal properties 
prior to the enactment of Public Law 874. They were authorized on a com- 
pletely different basis of Federal responsibility, and such payments have no con- 
nection with those under this act unless claim is made which is based on the 
Federal responsibility accepted by this act. 

4. Provision should be made for section 4a children whose parents either 
work on or live on Federal property to be eligible for payment as now provided 
regardless of the percentage such children are of either the total or the non- 
Federal pupil load. 

Reason; Pupil impact normally presents a greater fiscal problem the first year 
than any succeeding year. Yet under the present act the Federal Government 
accepts a responsibility for hundreds of children during their second year’s 
attendance regardless of need, but does not accept a responsibility during their 
first year of attendance even when based on need. 

5. Provision should be made to increase the present “floor” for local con- 
tribution rate under section 3 to “not less than the average local contribution 
rate for the Nation during the second year preceding the application, provided 
that such local contribution rate shall not be more than 90 percent of the per 
capita cost in the applicant’s State for the same year.” 

Reason: The present floor of one-half the per capita cost of the applicant’s 
State during the second preceding year has proved inequitable in many States 
due primarily to the difference in district organization and pattern of taxation as 
between the several States. 

6. Provision should be made for a continued Federal responsibility on a dimin- 
ishing basis for children residing in Federal Public Housing when such housing 
is disposed of either to private owners or a municipal housing authority. 
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Reason: The fiscal impact resulting from the immediate loss of revenue in such 
cases under the present terms of this act cannot be absorbed without serious 
effect on the educational program in many instances. This impact can be 
absorbed by the applicant during a 4-year period similar to that provided under 
section 4 (b) of the original Public Law 874. 

7. Some provision should be made for increasing the payment of section 3 
based on budgetary need, degree of Federal impact and the average per capita 
cost of the State in which the applicant is located. 

Reason: The degree of equity to which the Federal responsibility is discharged 
under the formulated provisions of Public Law 874 varies considerably as between 
districts within any State. This variation has been recognized by the Congress 
in Public Law 815 through granting the Commissioner of Education discretionary 
authority to make additional non-Federal share payments under section 308. 
Thus, a similar provision in Public Law 874 is justifiable. 

8. Consideration should be given to extending this legislation for a term longer 
than 2 years as in the past, provided this is not done at the expenses of meeting 
the currently known Federal responsibility. 

Caution: Since it is difficult to estimate the Federal responsibility several years 
in advance, there is danger that long term or permanent legislation may be in- 
fluenced by such estimated future Federal responsibility at the expense of the 
current Federal responsibility. Such action would be less desirable than legisla- 
tion for a shorter term. 


Exurt C0 


PROPOSED CHANGES IN Pusiic Law 815 (ScHoot CoNsTRUCTION ASSISTANCE) 


1. Provision should be made to extend this law in a fashion which will allow 
the Commissioner of Education to consider the pupil load, both federally and 
nonfederally connected, for the year in which the application is filed and to 
estimate the increase in the pupil load to June 30 of the succeeding fiscal year 
in determining the Federal responsibility. 

Reason: This is necessary in order to avoid the objectional delay in construc- 
tion of school facilities needed during the first year of each succeeding extension 
period. 

2. Provision should be made whereby the extension of the act would reinstate 
the concept of entitlement such as in the original act. 

Reason: This will encourage local districts to use their own resources in 
meeting their school-facility needs rather than being penalized by so doing. 

3. Provision should be made so that the non-Federal growth requirement 
would be changed from 5 percent per year to 3 percent or 6 percent for a 2-year 
period instead of 10 percent. 

Reason: The 3 percent per year increase is adequate to assure that applicants 
under Public Law 815 will assume a normal increase on the non-Federal pupil 
load the same as other school districts who are not applicants under this act. 

4. Provision should be made to eliminate the requirement of Presidential 
determination under section 305 (@) (3), and the responsibility given to the 
Commissioner of Education. In determining whether there has been a Federal 
impact under this section only the school district should be considered rather 
than the general area. 

Reason: The present Presidential determination requirement delays the°con- 
struction of school facilities approximately 1 year and does not safeguard the 
Government’s interest any more than if such determination was made by the 
Commissioner of Education who has more facts available than the other agencies 
upon which the President must rely. A school district is affected only by its 
own impact which may or may not be related to the general area impact. Some 
districts in the general area may experience an impact while others do not. 
Yet, if both are controlled by the impact on the area serious inequities will 
result. 

5. Provisions should be made for the school facilities constructed for children 
of parents residing in Federal public housing to remain available for these 
children when such housing is disposed of by the Federal Government either 
to private owners or a municipal housing authority. 

Reason: Under the present legislation these children become the sole responsi- 
bility of the local school district and the facilities constructed for them are recov- 
ered by the Federal Government to meet its responsibility for further increases in 
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federally connected pupils. Thus, the Federal Government is placed in the 
position of virtually giving the housing away and at the same time taking the 
school facilities away from the children for whom they were built and using 
them to meet its responsibility for further Federal pupils which it causes to 
migrate to the school district. 

6. Provision should be made for applicants to retroactively request Federal 
assistance under section 209 (c) of Public Law 815 and section 308 of the 
amended legislation for federally connected children which were established 
during the 6-year period this act has been in operation. 

Reason: These sections were not called to the attention of the applicants and 
no provision was made in the application form to apply for the assistance 
authorized thereunder. It is obvious that those applicants which have expe- 
rienced the greatest impact and an impact continuing over a greater number 
of years will be less fiscally able to finance the non-Federal share of the facilities 
needed to house the federally connected impact. To limit the Federal respon- 
sibility an applicant should be required to show that funds received under other 
sections of this act together with the maximum local funds available and not 
needed to house the nonfederally connected children have been insufficient to 
provide housing for the previously established federally connected children. 

7. Some provision should be made for the Federal Government to assume its 
responsibility for those federally connected children established during the 
previous 6 years this act has been in operation and for which no payment has 
previously been made. 

Reason : Many school districts have filed applications and established hundreds 
of children as being federally connected under the terms of this act but have 
never received any payment to provide school facilities for such federally con- 
nected children. This results from many causes but is inequitable to such 
school districts and should be corrected. 


Mr. Perxins. Mr. Wainwright. 

Mr. Warinwnicut. I would like to congratulate Mr. Rivers, not 
only on his presentation but on the prompt action he took on the 
tragedy to which he referred earlier. 

Mr. Rivers. It is a tragedy and we have a primary responsibility. 
I have spoken to Mr. Vinson. So we will wait until the Marine 
Corps has made its inquiry, which is only right, and if it is necessary 
our committee will go into it to whatever extent is necessary, because 
it isa great tragedy ; a great tragedy. 

Mr. INS. Than you, Mr. Rivers. 

Is Congressman Wilson here? 

Mr. Witson. Yes. 

Mr. Perkins. I understand Mr. Bluford Minor wants to appear 
with you? 

Mr. Wirson. Yes. Mr. Bluford Minor, business manager and 
assistant superintendent of the San Diego Unified School District 
would like to appear with me. 

Mr. Perxtns. Very well. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BOB WILSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ACCOMPANIED BY 
BLUFORD MINOR, BUSINESS MANAGER AND ASSISTANT SUPER- 
INTENDENT, SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT, SAN DIEGO, 
CALIF. 


Mr. Wixson. I appreciate the opportunity to testify briefly in sup- 
port of the extension of Public Laws 815 and 874. To use a trite 
phrase, this legislation has been a godsend to the San Diego area. 
I think we are perhaps the worst federally impacted area in the United 
States. We have received more Federal assistance than any other 
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State. We have over 50,000 Navy dependents living in the area, and 
some 52 percent of our county is owned by the Federal Government. 
This creates tax problems that can only be solved by such legislation 
as this. Some of the smaller school districts are taxed to capacity 
by State law. Compounded with our tax base problem is the fact that 
our community is growing rapidly due to the increased Federal activ- 
ities in the area. Of about 15 major impacted areas, San Diego has 
led the Nation in growth. We have had a 47-percent increase since 
1950 in our population, and you can imagine what impact that has 
had on our local school system. 

I would like to read some figures to show some of the problems we 
are faced with. 

For its primary school bape in 1956-57, San Diego anticipates 
$1,757,000 coe Public Law 874. If this assistance should be removed 
or materially reduced, we would have a serious reduction in our edu- 
cational program in San Diego. 

A total of 26,338 children of school age, grades kindergarten 
through 14, whose parents live on or work on Federal property, were 
enrolled as of March of this year. 


Speaking to the 3 percent absorption factor, if this were not elimi- 
nated it would cost the county $239,658. 

Approximately one-fourth to one-third of the annual growth of 
6,000, or from 1,500 to 2,000 pupils, will be federally connected. 

Despite the fact the Federal Housing Administration has closed 
15,000 units, there are still increases in federally connected children. 

We believe there is no conflict between this area and other Federal 


aid. President Eisenhower, in his January 1956 message to Congress 
on education stated that: 


The Congress has for some years recognized the responsibility of the Federal 
Governmen to aid communities where Federal activities result in excessive 
burdens on the local school system. Authority to provide Federal funds for 


school construction in federally affected school districts will expire next June 
and should be extended. 


I am quoting from the President’s message to Congress in January 
of this year. 

Mr. Chairman, I implore the committee to extend this assistance 
program. I frankly do not know what our community would do with- 
out it. Ithink our school program would be severely hiasitlatpel,. not 
only in the unified school district Mr. Minor represents, but some of the 
so-called bedroom areas whose children are federally connected. 

I think there is general acceptance of the bill as it has been written. 
There may be some improvements that could be written into the bill, 
but esrerelly speaking there is a great satisfaction on the part of the 
school boards in my area for the assistance they have gotten under 
Public Laws 815 and 874. 

Mr. Perrys. Have your school superintendents been complaining 
a thet legislation being inadequate to take care of certain situa- 
tions 

Mr. Wuson. There have been some minor complaints. Mr. Minor 
has some statements on some of the pro amendments as they 
affect the San Diego Unified School District, which might be enlight- 
ening. 
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Mr. Perxins. Mr. Minor, we will hear the school superintendents 

later, - your statement will not be too long, will it? You may 
proceed. 
Mr. Wuson. I might say Mr. Minor is a member of the Commis- 
sioner of Education’s Committee to evaluate Public Laws 815 and 874, 
and he has also served in the Office of Education, so he is somewhat of 
an expert. 

Mr. Perkins. We will be glad to hear you, but summarize it as 
quickly as possible. 

Mr. Minor. I am representing only the San Diego Unified School 
District and in no way the Committee Commissioner Brownell has 
appointed. 

As Mr, Wilson has said, we believe the administration of the law 
has worked out very well, and we believe S. R. 3526 and H. R. 10227 are 
adequate to take care of the technical problems. 

We do believe that in terms of Public Law 874, which is the mainte- 
nance and operation bill, that if any complaint is registered in our 
part of the country it is by those districts who find it quite difficult to 
meet the principle of fiscal need where in the law at present it says 
the district must be unable to meet the problem before it can qualify 
under that particular provision of the law. We hope that will be 
studied very carefully, because actually no district is unable to meet the 
problem. It would have to be bankrupt. Since San Diego is not in 
that particular category yet, we are saying that because we might get 
that way if the law is changed. Right now the difference between an 
excessive tax rate and a very high tax rate is found in the fact that 


the Congress has in the past met this particular Federal obligation. 
You see, we have Federal a all around us. Between one- 


third and one-fourth of our taxable real estate is nontaxable because 
the Federal Government owns it and between one-third and one- 
fourth of our total pupil population are children whose parents live 
on or work on Federal property. ‘Twenty-six thousand of our slightly 
over 70,000 pupil simitiaeie are involved in this situation. 

As far as the amendments are concerned, it would take too much 
time to cover each one. I am sure the other gentlemen who are here 
will call your attention to them. May I just call your attention to 
two briefly ‘ 

Under Public Law 874, the amendment which has to do with the 
removal of the 3 percent absorption, we believe is basically sound, 
and we would certainly like to recommend its further elimination. 

The second thing under Public Law 874 we would like to ask you 
to consider is in connection with the local contribution rate. Your 
bill makes it possible for a school district to choose either its own 
local contribution rate within the State or to take a choice in terms 
of the average of the rate across the Nation. We favor continued 
use of the local contribution rate for our district. 

Finally, we believe that basically these amendments as presented 
are sound. As Mr. Wilson has said, there might be some technical 
clarifying amendments later. 

We thank you. 

Mr. Perxins. Thank you. Any questions, Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wier. Mr. Minor, how long have you been operating under 
Public Laws 815 and 874% 

Mr. Minor. San Diego—— 
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Mr. Wier. Not San Diego. How long have you been administer- 
ing school affairs under these two bills? 

‘Mr. Mrvor. April 1, 19438. 

Mr. Wier. These bills did not become law until 1950. 

Mr. Mrnor. Since 1950, these two laws. 

Mr. Wier. You are familiar with the language of these two laws 
since their inception, I presume ? 

Mr. Mrnor. That is correct. 

Mr. Wier. Have you found any rule or regulation that in your 
opinion counteracts the intent of the laws? 

Mr. Minor. No, sir; we have not. 

Mr. Wier. I ask that because many of these agencies here in Wash- 
ington sometimes do that. 

Mr. Minor. Having worked with the Office of Education, I have 
never seen that happen. There have been misinterpretations from 
time to time, but no deliberate attempt to interpret the law in such 
a way it would not be carried out properly. 

Mr. Wier. That is all. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upatw. No questions. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Wainwright. 

Mr. Warnweicur. You are satisfied since 1950 with the adminis- 
tration of Public Laws 815 and 874? 

Mr. Minor. That is correct. 

Mr. Watnwricur. You brought out, if I understood, that you felt 
the requirement of need or of matching funds was unfair in that it 
could be interpreted that all school districts are able to meet their 
financial requirements if pressed ? 

Mr. Mrnor. The law uses the word “unable,” that the district must 
be unable to meet its need before certain provision of the law can be 
applied. If that word were out of there, it would be possible admin- 
istratively to interpret it more broadly. 

Mr. WarnwricHr. You would just take out the word “unable”? 

Mr. Minor. That is correct. 

Mr. Warnwricut. Would you want to substitute something else 
for it? You probably cannot have a blanket grant. 

Mr. Minor. It seems to me that the United States Commissioner of 
Education should make the determination, subject to whatever con- 
trol the Congres wishes to place, but should be free to determine wheth- 
er or not a district is unable, and once it is declared unable by the Office 
of Education the provisions of law could be applied. In that way I 
believe it could be worked out better administratively than under the 
present law. 

Mr. Wier. That prompts another question. We found in certain 
cases the administration had narrowed it down to an interpretation 
that was not in accord with the views of the Congres, so we had to 
liberalize it. Last year five liberalizing amendments to the law were 
offered. 

That is all. 

Mr. Perkins, Mr. Wilson, I certainly wish to compliment both you 
and Mr. Minor for your suggestions. They were very helpful. 

Mr. Witson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I wonder if I might ask permission to submit for the record a com- 
plete statement from the school district, and also if Mr. Minor might 
submit his complete statement. 
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Mr. Perkins. Without objection. 
(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT ON PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO PusLIC LAWs 815 AND 874: FEDERAL 
ScHOOL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 


This statement is presented in two parts to show our analysis of amendments 
as currently proposed to Public Laws 815 and 874. 


PART I (PUBLIC LAW 815, CONSTRUCTION ) 


S. 3526 introduced by Senator Murray of Montana and H. R. 10227 introduced 
by Mr. Perkins, of Kentucky, are identical bills extending Public Law 815 for a 
period of 2 years and also proposing amendments described below. 

1. The non-Federal pupil growth requirement in the present law has been 
reduced from 10 percent during a 2-year period to 6 percent during a 2-year 
period. Under the present law an applicant is charged with a 10 percent in- 
crease in non-Federal pupils during a 2-year period and the number of pupils 
short of this requirement is deducted from the increase in Federal pupils to which 
the applicant is entitled. 

We agree that this is a reasonable amendment and believe that it should be 
enacted. 

2. The requirement of “Presidential determination” under section 305 (a) (3) 
has been eliminated. 

It is believed that the United States Commissioner of Education should have 
such authority administratively. We agree that the requirement should be 
eliminated. 

3. Federally-owned housing is continued as Federal property for the purpose 
of eligibility under this act following its disposal to either private owners or 
municipal housing authorities. 

Our experience clearly shows that approximately 1,000 children now remain 
within the district who were removed during 1955-56 from the category of “Living 
on Federal property” by sale of Federal housing. We believe that these pupils 
should be counted within the total eligibles as provided for by this amendment; 
and we urge its approval. 

4. The payment for children under section 305 (a) (2) has been increased 
from 50 percent of the cost of minimum facilities to 70 percent of the cost of 
minimum facilities and the payment for children under section 305 (a) (3) 
has been increased from 45 percent of the cost of minimum facilities to 70 per- 
cent of the cost of minimum facilities. 

The adjustments upwards are needed to approach a more reasonable ratio of 
Federal and local funds. Our District must provide facilities for over 6,500 
children each year from 1956-57 through 1960-61. The rapidity of the growth 
is explained primarily by the high level of the birth rate in recent years. Re- 
quired expenditures from local funds will total millions of dollars and will use 
the maximum of local taxing effort and ability. Thus, as adequate facilities are 
provided for the federally connected children, it is our belief that the Federal 
share should either be 100 percent or not less than provided by this amendment. 

5. The eligibility has been reinstated for the federally connected children 
under this act as previously.established by application during the past six years 
and for which no payment or only a partial payment has been made, provided: 

(a) These children are still in the school district and still federally con- 
nected under the terms of the act. 

(b) The total federally connected pupils represent 20 percent of the total 
pupil load at the time application is filed under this amendment. 

(c) The school district is making the maximum tax effort under State law. 

(d@) The Federal responsibility for such children is limited to the number 
of unhoused pupils at the time application is filed under this amendment. 

We believe that eligibility should be reinstated as provided by this amendment. 


PART II. PUBLIC LAW 874 (MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION ) 


S. 3525 introduced by Senators Murray of Montana and Styles Bridges of New 
Hampshire and H. R. 10227 introduced by Mr. Perkins of Kentucky which are 
identical bills extending Public Law 874 for a period of 2 years, also propose the 
following amendments. 


1. The 3 percent absorption is eliminated for the 1956-57 fiscal year and the 
2 years of extension. 
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We believe that the principle of absorption should be eliminated. Ovuy best 
estimates show that this district would lose $239,658 if it were not eliminated. 

2. Children of military personnel who have been sent to Federal installations 
on military orders remain eligible for the same payments following the transfer 
of the’ parent to other assignments upon military orders so long as they remain 
in the school district. 

The original impact was a result of Federal military orders. We believe that 
the Federal responsibility should continue until the family joins the parent at 
the place of new assignment. The school district educating these children dur- 
ing this period of adjustment should receive payment as provided by this 
amendment. Losses to our district if this amendment is not enacted would total 
approximately $31,000. 

3. Payments for the section 3 segment of the section 4a children shall be made 
without regard to a qualifying percentage provided the applicant meets the other 
requirements under section 4a. 

Although our district does not now participate under this section, we believe 
that the amendment is necessary to provide for current increases in section 3 
children who are a part of the current section 4a claim. 

4. The present local contribution rate “floor” has been raised from “one-half 
the per capita cost for the second preceding fiscal year of the State in which the 
school is located” to “the aggregate local contribution rate of all applicants in 
the Nation or the local contribution rate of the applicant itself either to be deter- 
mined for the next preceding fiscal year. Provided that the local contribution 
rate of any applicant shall not be greater than the per capita cost during the 
same year of the State in which the applicant is located.” 

We agree with this amendment because the local contribution rate of the 
applicant district can be used or it can be determined from the aggregate local 
contribution rates of all applicants within the Nation. It is our understanding 
that such choice is provided under this amendment. 

We favor continued use of the local contribution rate for our district. Appli- 
cants within other States will undoubtedly prefer using the aggregate local 
contribution rate of all applicants. 

Since the local contribution rate is the payment made by the Federal Govern- 
ment for a child whose parents both live on and work on Federal property, we 
believe that it is essentially a payment for educational services rendered. 

5. Children who reside in federally owned housing and who are eligible for 
Federal payment retain the same eligibility for a period of 1 year following the 
fiscal year during which the Federal housing was disposed of either to private 
owners or municipal housing authorities. The present law results in these pupils 
becoming ineligible for Federal assistance the day following the disposal of this 
property, whereas, any payment either tax or in lieu of tax resulting from the 
new ownership will ordinarily not begin for a year or more. 

We believe that this amendment is necessary. Our current facts show that 
approximately 1,000 children now remain within the district who were removed 
during 1955-56 from the category of “living on Federal property” by sale of 
Federal housing. 


STATEMENT ON FEDERAL SCHOOL — Program UNper Pusiic Laws 815 
AND 87 


PURPOSES OF STATEMENT 


To present basic reasons by the San Diego Unified School District of San Diego, 
Calif., for continuation of the program under these Federal laws. 


I. Federal property creates a large local impact of pupil growth 


The San Diego Unified School District in 1956-57 must provide education for 
26,338 children of school age, grades kindergarten through 14, whose parents 
live on or work on Federal property. Since 1950 the Federal Government, through 
Public Laws 815 and 874, has assumed and met a financial responsibility for a 
portion of necessary costs. The number of pupils is verified from a March 1956 
count of these children now enrolled within our school district. 

There is a larger number of federally connected children in San Diego City 
schools than the total school enrollment in Stockton, Glendale, or San Jose, Calif , 
or many other cities with population of 100,000 throughout the United States. 





ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 87 


II. Federal employment in local industry is increasing 


Four local “basic” industries: (1) Aircraft, (2) navy civilian, (3) shipbuilding, 
and (4) other Federal and State, create employment supported primarily by 
Federal and State expenditures. The following is quoted from volume 4, March 
1956, No. 3, of the Economic Research Bureau of San Diego: 

“Employment in the four ‘basic’ industries totaled 62,000 in January 1956, 
and 63,250 in February 1956. The month-to-month increase of 1,250 denoted the 
sharpest rise since 1952. Within the last 12 months, these industries have added 
5,000 to their payrolls * * * the aircraft industry accounted for the entire Jan- 
uary to February gain * * * the drop in the shipbuilding industry has been 
almost entirely in the private shipyards * * * Government agencies employed 
approximately 27,000 in both January and February * * * it was 1,000 above 
a year ago.” 

The result is a gain in the impact of pupils whose parents live and/or work on 
Federal property and are engaged in Federal activities, 


III. Pupil increase due to Federal activities, a major problem 


There is again in the impact of pupils whose parents are employed due to 
Federal activities but neither live on nor work on Federai properties. There has 
been no way under these laws for this school district to obtain recovery of local 
public funds expended for these children. These local expenditures have been 
nonreimbursable by the Government unless “* * * such activities of the United 
States have been placed on such agency a substantial and continuing financial 
burden; and that such agency is making a reasonable tax effort and is exercising 
due diligence in availing itself of State and other financial assistance but is 
unable to secure sufficient funds to meet the increased educational costs in- 
volved * * *” Section 4 (a) (2) and (3) Public Law 874 (as amended). 

We believe that the word “unable” should be deleted from the existing law 
because it nullifies and is in direct conflict with the intents and purposes of 
the remainder of the law dealing with pupil impacts due to Federal activities. 
Adequate measurements of local financial effort and ability surely can be made 
by the Commissioner of Education whereby a school district isn’t forced into 
virtual “bankruptcy” to meet the conditions required by the use of the word 
“unable.” 


Two specific examples of such actvities here employing thousands of persons 
are: 


1. Aireraft industries on private property whose output primarily is for 
Federal consumption, and 


2. Atomic energy industries whose existence is for defense experimentation 
and development. 


Tremendous pupil-population growth here in San Diego is no longer unusual 
but a “way of life.” The vital demands must be met for provision of more and 
more educational facilities of the types established through many prior years. 
Total population growth of San Diego as compared with other metropolitan 
areas within the United States shows that the growth is both rapid and con- 
tinuous. Federal properties and Federal activities create much of the popu- 


lation growth without adequate increases in local financial ability to meet the 
added costs of education. 


SAN DIEGO GROWING FASTER THAN AND UNITED STATES METROPOLITAN AREA, 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE SURVEY SHOWS 


San Diego has the fastest-growing population of metropolitan areas in the 
United States, a survey completed by the research department of the San Diego 
Chamber of Commerce shows : 

San Diego’s percentage of growth in the past 5 years has been nearly 5 percent 
greater than that of Miami, Fla., closest competitor for top honors. 

The chamber’s survey show the latest population estimates for the Nation’s 15 
most rapidly growing metropolitan areas : 


76765—56——7 
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Largest metropolitan areas, 1955 
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Source: pam San Diego Business, April 1956. 


lV. Federal tax-exempt properties causing the pupil growth and impact are 
identified from public records 
The Federal properties whereon parents of these 26,338 children of school age 
either live or work, are tabulated as follows: 


Federal properties 


Properties | 1950-51 | 1951-52 | 
| 
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! Properties combined. 
Norte,—Out-of-State properties counted under “Uniformed services.”’ 


V. A national as well as a local problem ewvists 

According to the records of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Office of Education, as of January 31, 1956, a total of about 1,700 communities 
in this Nation, including San Diego Unified School District, had filed 4,766 proj- 
ects requesting Federal construction aid; and 2,800 eligible applicants had 
requested Federal aid for maintenance and operation purposes. 


VI. Federal assumption of a local financial responsibility is a matter of public 
record 

Our viewpoints are: 

1. The existence of Federal property, primarily nontaxable and non-tax- 
revenue-producing as compared reasonably with local private property, has fully 
justified prior Federal assumption of a portion of its financial responsibility. 

2. The planned Federal activities as publicized by the Army, Navy, Air Force, 
PHA, and other agencies, insure a continuation and expansion of these local 
tax-exempt Federal properties within our school district. 

3. The United States Government for the past 170 years, through land grants 
and money grants has established a tradition for Federal financial responsibility 
in education. 


VII. Other possible solutions support continuation of Public Laws 815 and 874 


Possible solutions proposed by specific committees of the Congress: 
1. Payment of taxes on Federal property as determined by local tax officials 
according to local tax laws. 
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2. Payment in-lieu-of taxes based upon tax equivalents with or without offsets 
or other payment limiting factors. 

3. Payment of taxes or tax equivalents on that portion of Federal properties 
in a community exceeding a specified percentage of all property in the community. 

4. Service payments, or payments for local public services received by the 
Federal property or persons living or employed on it. 

5. Per capita payments, or payments of a fixed or calculable sum for each 
person living or working on the Federal property within the area of the local 
government. 

It is our considered opinion that continuation of school assistance in federally 
affected areas under Public Laws 815 and 874, with some simplification, is the 
best solution, Moreover, it is our judgment, based on the wealth of local facts 
available, that this program should be made continuing or permanent by con- 
gressional approval. 


VIII. A special area not in conflict with other Federal aid 
President Eisenhower's January 1956, message to Congress on education 


stated : 
“AID TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS 


“In considering the school construction problem, there is a special related area 
which should have the attention of the Congress at this time. The Congress has 
for some years recognized the responsibility of the Federal Government to aid 
communities where Federal activities result in excessive burdens on the local 
school system. Authority to provide Federal funds for school construction in 
federally affected school districts will expire next June and should be extended.” 

We agree, wholeheartedly, and believe there is no conflict necessary betweeen 
support of Public Laws 815 and 874 and general Federal construction aid to 
education. Our firm belief is that the Federal Government has created and 
assumed a continuing responsibility; and that the present method of solution 
under Public Laws 815 and 874 is reasonably satisfactory. 

It is believed that there has been and will continue to be a clear obligation of 
the Federal Government to make payments toward the maintenance and opera- 
tion of schools; and toward the construction of schools in areas where Federal 
ownership of properties, and activities, have led to an influx of children and 
thereby imposed a special burden upon communities. 

The eitizens of the San Diego, Calif., area are deeply appreciative of con- 
gressional appropriations made in the last few years under Public Laws 815 and 
874. The continuation of these laws with reasonable modification is requested 
and recommended. 


Mr. Perxtns. I see we have several Members back there. If there 
are any Members who have other business to attend to, we will be glad 
to hear them first. Otherwise I will just call you as I see you sitting 
back there. 

Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. I am appearing in support of Mr. Pilcher’s bill, so I 
think it would be well if he would first present his bill. 

Mr. Perkins. All right. Will both of you please come on around. 


STATEMENTS OF HON. JOHN L. PILCHER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA, AND HON. PAUL C. 
JONES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF 
MISSOURI 


Mr. Prucurr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we 
appreciate the opportunity of <7 aad here before you in support 


of H. R. 9218 or H. R. 9270, which are identical, which will enable 
these flying schools to come under Public Laws 815 and 874. 
There are nine of these primary flying schools in the United States. 
There is one at Miami, Fla.; there is one at Mission, Tex.; there is 
one at Moultrie, Ga.; there is one at Bartow, Fla.; there is one at 
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Hondo, Tex.; one at Malden, Mo.; one at Bainbridge, Ga.; one at 
Kinston, N. C.; and one at Marana, Ariz. 

These are schools to train pilots for the Air Force. Out of these nine 
schools, there is one that receives Federal aid just for the simple reason 
that the Federal Government owns the property. That is the onl 
technicality by which it complies with the law. The other 8 schools 
are on property owned by the municipalities or the counties. 

I have two in my district. At Albany, Ga., where we have the jet 
Turner Air Base, of course they get Federal aid under this bill. 
Thirty miles below, where they are training pilots to sooner or later 
fly jets, because the property belongs to the State and county, they do 
not get a penny, al that is true in all of the other eight schools, 

Mr. Jones and Mr. Kilgore and Mr. Sikes and Mr. Fountain and 
I have been working on this for 2 or 3 years. They told us at the De- 
partment they sympathized with us but there was nothing they could 
do under the law. 

I called Mr. Lillywhite at the Office of Education and asked if he 
would help me prepare a little amendment whereby these eight schools 
would be covered by Public Laws 815 and 874, and he did. I never 
was so surprised as when we got the letter from the Acting Secretary 
expressing himself as being against it because he says it is an industry 
engaged in making money out of the enterprise. 

If it were an industrial plant we would get taxes from the industrial 
plant, but each of these schools in my district has from 200 to 250 kids 
whose fathers are military personnel or whose work is in the main- 
tenance of that school, and it places a tremendous burden on a small 
country community to carry all of this expense. 

It is just a technicality that is involved here. Mr. Kilgore has 2 of 
these schools. One of the schools does not get a penny, while the 
other school, because the Federal Government owns the property, is 
taken care of under Public Laws 815 and 874. Mr. Udall has 1 of these 
schools. 

That is all there is to it. These are straight-out military institutions 
just as much as if the Government owned the property. 

Mr. Prerxtns. The schools serve the identical purpose, except in 
1 case the school qualifies because the Federal Government owns the 
property ¢ 

Mr. Pucuer. That is the only difference. If the Federal Govern. 
ment owned the property in the case of the school in Mr. Udall’s dis- 
trict or in the case of the other schools, they would qualify just as 
the one in Mr. Kilgore’s district qualifies. 

Mr. Perks. Mr. Wier. 

Mr. Wier. How many personnel do you have at these schools on 
the average? 

Mr. Pitcuer. I will answer it this way. They try to maintain a 
class of 500 cadets and there are over 1,500 personnel. They have a 
fire department, just one example, and instructors, and it is all run 
by the Federal 7 wmesimne a The contractor leases it but the boss 
is a major or colonel.in the Air Force. 

Mr. Wier. Are the personnel, both the cadets and the maintenance 
or administrative personnel, residents of the district? Do they live 
there and own their homes there? 

Mr. Prroner. No. The majority have moved inthere. A lot of the 
technical people moved in there to operate the school. Of course they 





ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 91 


all live in the community. These schools are usually located from 
3 to 5 or 8 miles outside of the city, just like any airport, but these 
kids are picked up by the local school authorities and carried in to 
the —— Many of the personnel live in town and work at the 
air base. 

Mr. Wier. You called it a primary training school. I gathered they 
got their personnel from the local area and most of them were ctizens 
of the community. If that were so, it would eliminate their being on 
Federal property. 

Mr. Prrcuer. No, Mr. Wier. A large part of them are men brought 
in there. Those instructors and men of that type, you could not get 
local personnel that could instruct a boy in flying a plane. 

Mr. Wier. Are these people, particularly the maintenance and per- 
sonnel outside of the flyers, civil-service employees ? 

Mr. Prwcuer. I do not know. Do you know, Mr. Jones? 

Mr. Upaux. These are contract flying schools, and many of them 
work for the flying schools, but most of them are military personnel, 
so the answer is iNo.” 

Mr. Wier. Is it a military installation ? 

Mr. Prrener. It is mostly military. In my district we have right 
now 3 or 4 classes from foreign countries. The Air Force sends them 
in there. The operator has nothing to do with who is sent there. 

Mr. Wier. Where do they get their pay ? 

Mr. Pruvemer. From the Air Force. 

Mr. Per«ins. Mr. Wainwright. 

Mr. Warnwrigur. Correct me if I am wrong in this: These schools 
train flyers? 

Mr. Putcuer. That is right. 

Mr. Wainwricur. Who actually go from there to a more advanced 
school ¢ 

Mr. Prcuer. That is right. 

Mr. Warnwricut. Are those schools operated by a civilian like you 
and me for profit? 

Mr. Prvcuer. A civilian contracts with them. He gets the contract, 
but then the schools are operated by the Air Force. Even the top 
man at the base, if you want to see about anything at one of these 
schools in my district, the men to see, one is a colonel and the other 
is a major in the Air Force, 

Mr. Watnwrieut. We had this same question last year. Mr. Lilly- 
white helped me draft a bill and the Department opposed it. I might 
say Mr. Lillywhite does this for Members of Congress more as a favor. 

Mr. Prucuer. Mr. Lillywhite was very nice, but I believe he will tell 
you these school districts are not being treated right and the law 
should be changed in some way. In Mr. Kilgore’s district there are 
two of them, both operated exactly alike, and both under the general— 
I do not recall his name—at Forth Worth who is the head of all of 
them, and in the case of one of them the school district gets money 
and the other does not get a penny. 

Mr. Warnwriout. The Civilian Patrol gets money from the Gov- 
ernment for the maintenance of its fields, and those fields are used by 
civilians, bankers, and others who fly in their free time. Should the 
law be extended to include those areas? 

Mr. Pircuer. A civilian flyer cannot even land on these fields in 
my district. They are strictly military. There is a little landing 
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field 4 or 5 miles from Spence Air Force Base, but the only one I know 
who lands there other than strictly military is President Eisenhower, 
who lands there when he comes to Georgia. 

Mr. Warywricnrt. In regard to who pays the mechanics who service 
the planes and who pays the personnel who keep the records and 
books, if they are paid by a Federal check and are really under the 
Federal Government, that is one thing; but if they are part of a 
program operated for profit for an entrepreneur, I think there is a 
distinction. 

Mr. Upatt. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Watnwricut. Yes. 

Mr. Upatu. I think a large percentage of the installations that 
qualify are of this type. In my home town the big installation 
we have is a guided missile plant built with Federal funds and then 
turned over to the Hughes Aircraft Co. to operate, and the personnel 
are paid by the Hughes Aircraft Co., so I do not think there is a dis- 
tinction between that and this. 

Mr. Warnwreicut. That is a very good point. 

Mr. Upatu. I think we have to get around the objection of the 
Department, and I think we can do so if the facts are brought out 
properly. 

The school in Mr. Kilgore’s district that does qualify does so on 
the ground that the Federal Government owns the installation. I 
think practically all those bases are bases that were constructed dur- 
ing World War II by the Federal Government; the Federal Govern- 
ment took over the property, then at the end of the war they were 
dismantled and turned over to a county or municipality, and the 
county or municipality undertook to use them for a limited purpose. 
Then the Federal Government expanded its training program and, 
in order to save money, rather than saying to the county or munici- 
pality, “We want the base back,” they devised the plan, which is a 
very sound one, of having a private company undertake the operation ; 
and they usually lease the field from the county or the municipality 
and then in comes the military personnel to run the school. The 
contractor has a limited function. They provide some of the per- 
sonnel and flight instructors, but the rest of the operation is conducted 
as it was in World War II. And since the county or the municipality 
owns the installation, there is no additional tax base provided by the 
operation, so that taxwise it is just the same as if the Federal Govern- 
ment owned it. 

Does the gentleman agree with that ? 

Mr. Prvcuer. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Wier. What is the status of this promoter? You call him an 
operator. What is the status of the operator? What does the oper- 
ator get, a percentage or salary or what? 

Mr. Upatt. He is subject to very strict regulations and control. 

Mr. Pircuer. He is subject to being fired in 30 days. The Air Force 
can kick him out in 30 days. 

Mr. Upatx. But rather than have the whole thing be an Army oper- 
ation with Army officers training these cadets, you have civilian 
personnel who are doing the maintenance and instruction, and the 
Government finds they can save money by doing it that way. We 
say it is ridiculous that where the Federal Government happens to 
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have maintained ownership of the installation—maybe in the case of 
the school in Mr. Kilgore’s district they could not find a local oper- 
ator—that school can qualify for aid, and where the county or munici- 
pality has kept it and leased it to the entrepreneur, and there are no 
taxes derived because the county or municipality owns it, it does not 
qualify for aid. As far as the tax burden is concerned—and that is 
what we are getting at, the tax burden—these communities are just 
as seriously affected and bear the same burden that the school district 
does in Congressman Kilgore’s district, who gets aid under Public 
Laws 815 and 874. 

Mr. Wier. I want to clarify the status of this operator. Is he given 
a salary for the services he performs, or is there opportunity for him 
to make a profit ? 

Mr. Upatx. Of course he makes a profit, naturally he does, on his 
part of the operation; but these schools are operated differently. In 
some of them there are installations on the base where personnel live 
on the base, and the contractor’s part is a portion of the total oper- 
ation. But I think even that distinction should not defeat this 
amendment, because a great number of the Federal installations that 
create an impact, and under which you qualify for aid today, are 
installations where the Government builds these plants—the guided- 
missile plant I am referring to—and it is a Federal installation, then 
they turn it over to an aircraft company, yet they qualify. 

Mr. Wier. Do you have any estimate from the Department as to 
what this amendment would cost ? 

Mr. Pricuer. Nothing except—I might ask Congressman Jones, 
<dloes your schoo] have about 500 cadets ? 

Mr. Jones. Four hundred and seventy-five. 

Mr. Pricner. It will run around 150 to 200 kids that could qualify 
in each school. 

Mr. Wier. Was your base originally constructed by the Federal 
Government ? 

Mr. Pitcuer. Oh, yes, and, Mr. Chairman, to try to answer Mr. 
Wier, the operator has nothing to do with any of the operation, the 
Air Force does it all, and they can relieve him within 30 days. 

Mr. Upatx. And a large number of the military men commute and 
their children go to school in the local areas. 

Mr. Pircuer. That is right. 

Mr. Wier. Was the Department’s only objection that the Govern- 
ment did not own the property ? 

Mr. Prccuer. If it were possible, say Spence Air Force Base in my 
district, if they were to deed that property to the Federal Govern- 
ment they can make application up here and get aid immediately, 
just like Mr. Kilgore’s base. The only reason they cannot qualify 
is that the municipality owns it aay of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Jones, Mr. Chairman, I think I can clarify a few points. 

When these fields were first started up, in the first year of their 
operation they were permitted to qualify under this law, the theory 
being it was a new business and they qualified like a new industry 
or a Federal industry going into a community. 

In the case of an industry that would eventually pay taxes, in the 
second year that payment was reduced 50 percent. The district I 
am appearing here for today received the full amount the first year, 
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which was around $18,000. That was on the basis that it was treated 
as a Federal installation. The second year they were only entitled to 
qualify for 50 percent of this amount of money. Then the third year 
they could not qualify except where they had shown an increase of at 
least 5 percent in the school enrollment. 

Of course the school enrollment could not show that increase, so 
they were denied the aid they had gotten the first year and the aid 
they had gotten the second year. 

In the case of this airfield there can be no taxes because any money 
accruing from this contractor must be applied to the airfield for 
improving the facilities there. If that land were owned by the Fed- 
eral Government we would get our aid and this year this school district 
would get approximately $1,000. But because it is owned by the 
city, and because this law does not provide for its being treated as a 
federally owned operation, they can get no aid, which means the tax- 
payers in that district have to get up the money to educate these 
273 children. I believe that figure is correct. 

What I am saying is, what seems to be unfair, the Government 
recognized its responsibility 100 percent the first year, it recognized 
its responsibility 50 percent the second year, and since then it has not 
recognized its responsibility although conditions have not changed 
one iota. The Government did recognize a responsibility then, and 
it has the same responsibility now that it had then. 

Mr. Upatu. Mr. Chairman, I am going to have to leave. I would 
like to congratulate Mr. Pilcher nat Mr. Jones, and I am sure Mr. 
Kilgore can throw more light on the subject, and I would like to say 
I think this is very meritorious legislation. 

Mr. Jones. I would like to say the reason there has not been a 
lot of bills introduced, that there is just one problem and we are all 
getting behind Mr. Pilcher’s bill, but I am just as interested in it as 
though I had introduced a bill myself. 

Mr. Wier. Let me make my position clear. I like the way Mr. Pil- 
cher said “this little bill.” e trouble we have with these “little” 
bills, and have had since 1950, has been that where we offer an amend- 
ment to alleviate or rectify a condition that seems to be a very dis- 
heartening one, we always have to look at how wide we are opening 
the door for other conditions that probably could enter in a similar 
manner. 

I think the law is very plain as to what the qualifications of a school 
district are insofar as its relationship to the Federal Government is 
concerned. The only fear I see here is that this is an Air Force 
auxiliary unit, and we have a lot of this type of auxiliary units in 
every State in the Union. If it is an operation where profit is involved 
by some individual, then I want to scrutinize it a little closer. 

Mr. Pricuer. How do _ get around these two bases in Mr. Kil- 
gore’s district? They will tell you in the Department that the only 
technicality is that the Federal Government owns one and does not 
own the other. 

Mr. Wier. That is what the law «ays. 

Mr. Jones. As far as the actual operation is concerned, the Gov- 
ernment supervises the operation. If they employ a fireman the 
Government has to approve the contract that the contractor has 
with the fireman working in the fire department there. 
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Mr. Wier. Where does this operator derive a profit ! 

Mr. Jones. Through his efficiency of operation. He makes a con- 
tract. The Air Force this spring announced its policy would be to 
renew those contracts only a year at a time. The contractor makes 
his bid, that he will perform certain operations, including the train- 
ing of cadets at so much per cadet, and feeding of cadets. 

The Government has maintained this policy because they have 
had operators who have proven efficient and who are actually turning 
out trained cadets at less cost than on Government-owned and oper- 
ated bases. The Government is actually saving money through this 
operation. 

Mr. Wier. Do you consider this operator as being on a cost-plus 
basis 

Mr. Piccuer. No. 

Mr. Jones. No. Over the years they have determined what the cost 
is and they put in their bids, At the particular base in which I am 
interested they keep between 30 and 35 Air Force personnel there who 
carry on the disciplinary training of the cadets, and the cadets are 
under their control at such times as they are not in the classrooms. 
They have this cadre of 30 or 35 Air Force personnel. At this particu- 
lar field they have 760 civilian employees, most of whom live on this 
base, and there is no money accruing from the rents they pay because 
that goes back on the base. It cannot be used anywhere i for any- 
body. 

Mr. Wier. Congressman, knowing you as I do I want to ask you to 
clarify a statement you made a while ago. This school superintend- 
ent, after he was cut off in 1951—you say he got benefits in 1950? 

Mr. Jonzs. He got benefits the 1953-54 year and the 1954-55 year. 

Mr. Wier. When was he cut off ? 

Mr. Jones. Right now. 

Mr. Wier. Knowing you as I do, you have been down to the De- 
partment wondering why ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes; and I am told the law is there and they cannot 
give the assistance any more under the law. 

Mr. Wier. Who said that, Mr. Brownell, or Mr. Lillywhite, or who? 

Mr. Jongs. I have a copy of a letter from the Department. 

Mr. Wier. What did they cite as the reasons for cutting off that 
school district after 3 years of benefits ? 

Mr. Jones. After 2 years, because the law only provided for the 
operation during that time. It is cut down the second year. This 
law was meant to cover a Government operation or a Recdes 


industry going in there. That is what the law was written for, and it 
evidently did not contemplate they were going to have those 5 or 6 
isolated instances throughout the United States. 

Mr. Wier. Did you hear the question I asked the superintendent 
from San nage about interpretations by the agency here? 


Mr. Jonsgs. I do not think it is a question of interpretation. I think 
the law is plain, But we pass laws here many times and do not 
anticipate the contingencies that might arise. I think that is where 
the trouble has come up. 

Rg letter was written in April 1955 and it was signed by Mr. Lilly- 
white. 

Mr. Prrcuer. Mr. Wier, will you, some time in the next day or two, 
talk to the Air Force and get some answers to some of the questions 
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you have asked us so that you can clear your mind on how much 
authority the Air Force has? 

Mr. Wier. The Air Force is not on the witness stand. 

Mr. Pixcner. No; but you can get a lot of information about how 
it is operated. 

Mr. Jones. If the Chairman would like, I could insert in the record 
for you a statement of what the situation is in this particular school. 
If you would like, I will do that. I hate to burden the record with a 
lot of facts that are going to be just duplications. 

Mr. Perxrns. You may do so and also insert the letter from the 
Department. 

Mr. Jones. I will be glad to do that and I will make copies and 
send them here. 

(The information referred to was subsequently received and is 
printed on pp. 270-272 of this hearing.) 

Mr. Wier. Then the prime crux of the problem of your 8 or 9 dis- 
tricts is that the Department has ruled that these Air Force training 
bases are not Federal property ? 

Mr. Prvcuer. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. They are right in their ruling. 

Mr. Prucuer. They are right in their ruling. 

Mr. Chairman, could Mr. Sikes and Mr. Fountain insert their views 
in the record ¢ 

Mr. Perkins. Without objection; yes, sir. 

Mr. Wier. Will you give the full names of those Congressmen ? 

Mr. Pixcuer. Congressman Sikes, of Florida, and Congressman 
Fountain, of North Carolina. Congressman Kilgore is here. 

The information referred to appears later in this printed record.) 

Mr. Perxrys. I want to compliment Mr. Jones and the gentlemen 
from Georgia in presenting this problem to the committee here today. 
I want to assure you that we will thoroughly explore it. 

Personally, I do not recall when we expressly excluded installations 
of this type from receiving benefits, but I know it is in the law. 

Mr. Lillywhite, we would like for you to be ready or for some 
representative of the Department to be ready to comment upon the 
amount of money it will cost to cover these flight training schools. If 
the Department has any objection to this amendment, we would like to 
hear the objection of the Department when the representatives of the 
Department come back on the stand. 

Mr. Prrcuer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Perxrns. Mr. Kilgore, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOE M. KILGORE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Krreore. I will try to avoid any unnecessary repetition in the 
interests of saving the committee’s time. 

I appreciate very much this opportunity to discuss with the com- 
mittee H. R. 9218 by Mr. Pilcher, and my H. R. 9270, which is an 
identical bill. 


With the committee’s orem Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
f 


leave a page and one-half letter for the record, which letter is ad- 
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dressed to me by Mr. J. G. Barry, the school superintendent in the city 
of Hondo, who is interested specifi 

Mr. Pergins. Proceed. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


cally in this legislation. 


HoNbo INDEPENDENT Scnoor DISTRICT, 
Hondo, Tew., January 13, 1956. 
Hon. Joe M, Kircore, M. C., 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. KiieoreE: Thank you very much for your letter of December 30, 1955, 
relative to our securing Federal aid under Public Laws 815 and 874, as amended. 

We have been receiving some operating aid under 874, but we are not able to 
qualify for building aid under 815. The latter law is so worded that we would 
be eligible only if enough of our students’ parents worked on Federal property, 
or lived on Federal property. 

As you know, the Hondo Air Force Base is a civilian contract school. The city 
of Hondo has title to the land and buildings, and the Federal Government owns 
all the planes, equipment, etc. No school tax money accrues to the district from 
the real or personal property within the confines of the base. If the present law 
were amended so as to include bases located on property belonging to a political 
subdivision of the State (nontaxable, of course) it would help us. Had the 
Hondo Air Force Base property been federally owned, the Hondo Independent 
School District would have been eligible for some $250,000 in building aid. 

The Hondo Air Force Base started operating in July 1950. I am listing below 
the average daily attendance for the last few years to show the impact the 
activity had upon our schools : 

ADA ; ADA 
1948-405 2 ct. ccktaaipitasce’ 561.5 
1949-50 33. 857.3 


1950-51 . 905. 4 
19G1-Gh.. own cenninemenney 


The increment from June 1950 to June 1955 was 321.7, or 55 percent. 

On May 18, 1953, I wrote Lloyd Bentsen relative to our situation here. That 
letter was entered on the records of the special subcommittee of the Committee 
on Education and Labor, House of Representatives, 88d Congress, hearing held 
at Washington June 10-17, inclusive, 1953. If that publication is available, you 
will find my letter on page 189. 

The people of this school district will be grateful for any assistance you may 
be able to give us in seeing that future legislation assisting the public schools 
will not leave us out. 

Yours very truly, 








J. G. Barry. 


Mr. Kireore. As indicated, two of these schools are in the district 
which I represent. One of them, Moore Air Force Base, does qualify 
under both Public Law 815 and 874 because the title to the property 
is actually in the Air Force. That situation arose when the Air Force 
exercised its recapture clause to recapture title to a World War II 
base intending to use it for the establishment of a permanent Air 
Force facility. After it acquired title, because of a change in ad- 
ministrative plans, the Air Force decided to put one of these contract 
primary training schools there. Because of that circumstance, the 
school does qualify. 

Mr. Wier. Before you leave that point, may I ask a question to 
clarify the questions I have been asking. 

One of your bases qualifies as a Government-operated base ? 

Mr. Kiteore. That is right, Mr. Wier. 

Mr. Wier. Do you have the same kind of operation that the other 
bases have? 

Mr. Krieore. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Wrer. So that the Department does not raise the argument 
that this plan is operated for profit by an operator? 

Mr. Kueore. That is right; not insofar as that base is concerned. 

Mr. Wier. You just uaid that all the rest of them operate in the 
same way under an operator. ; 

Mr. Krcorr. That is right, sir; a man who is a contractor, Mr. 
Wier, with the Air Force. 

I do not know what their terms are, but I recall, because I went 
through one of those primary flight schools before World War IT asa 
cadet, that the Air Force operated contract primary schools prior 
to and during World War II. At the end of World War II, when the 
pilot training program decreased materially, they went back to op- 
erating their own primary flight training. Then the Air Force 
instituted a test operation at, I believe, San Angelo, Tex., where one 
contractor was awarded, for purposes of observation and test, the 
contract for the training of a given number of Air Force cadets; and, 
over a period of sculls of comparison, the Air Force determined 
that it could train its cadets throungh the facilities of a contractor 
for considerably less than half of what it was costing for the Air 
Force to train its own cadets. 

Mr. Wier. You have two of these training bases? 

Mr. Kireéore. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Wier. One is owned by the Government ? 

Mr. Kireore. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Wir. The other is owned by a municipal government ? 

Mr. Krieore. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Wier. They both have a contractor ? 

Mr. Krreore. That is right; both have a contractor. 

Mr. Wier. An operator. 

Mr. Kircore. Operating identical operations. 

Mr. Wier. They are identical operations so that that leaves me to 
feel quite sure that the only question involved here by the Department 
is that this is Government property and this is not Government 
property. ; 

Mr. Kireore. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wier. I believe the language of this bill itself probably points 
that out specifically when it reads: 

A parent shall be deemed to be employed on Federal property if he is em- 
ployed by or in connection with a school which is providing flight training to 
members of the Air Force under contractual arrangements with the Depart- 
ment of the Air Force at an airport which is owned by a State or a political 
subdivision of a State; and a child shall be deemed to reside on Federal prop- 
erty if he resides on such an airport with a parent so employed. 

I think that this language was the language which was prepared 
in the Department to meet this situation. 

Mr. Perkins. Before we leave Mr. Wier’s question here, he has 
been using the words “operator” and “contractor.” In one of your 
instances the operator contractor has leased the property from the 
local municipality or the county ? 

Mr. Kricore. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Perkins. I presume that the contractor pays the taxes, is 
that correct, on the property that belongs to the municipality ? 

Mr. Kiteore. No, sir. There are no taxes paid. It is not on the 
tax rolls at all because of its municipal ownership. 
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Mr. Perxins. There are no taxes because of municipal ownership, 
but the profit that the municipality gets is from the lease / 

Mr. Kiieore. In this respect I am not sure in the one instance, but 
in the other instance I am sure that there is no monetary consideration 
for the lease. 

Mr. Perkins. Do you mean that the municipality will turn that 
pro over to an operator or contractor to train these students 
without any compensation ? ; 

Mr. Kiteorr. The maintenance of the property, I think, is the only 
compensation that the municipality has. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say in all honesty that I am not positive in 
the one instance. At Moore, of course, the property was deeded, I 
know, by the municipality back to the Air Force without any com- 
pensation because it initially was built by the Air Force. 

Mr. Perkins, Do you know whether or not the property is rented by 
the municipality at so much a month on a monthly rental basis? 

Mr. Prrcurr. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Chairman, the municipalities in my district both give it free 
for the business that it creates. In other words, any little town is 
glad to get any little industrial plant. 

Mr. Perkins. That is what we are getting at here. We want to 
find out whether the municipalities are getting any money there that 
would go to offset taxes. 

Mr. Pircuer. In my two bases the municipalities or the county 
government do not get a penny for lease or rental or taxes at all. 

Mr. Wier. What your municipalities look for is the purchasing 
power ¢ 

Mr. Purcuer. That is right. 

Mr. Kireore. I will check to see if it is true at the Hondo base, but 
I am virtually certain that it is true that there is no monetary con- 
sideration. 

Mr, Perkins. The only monetary consideration is for the upkeep 
of the property ¢ 

Mr. Kireorr. Yes, sir. In addition to the fact that the real estate 
itself is not subject to taxation, all of the airplanes and equipment on 
the base are owned by the Air Force. The contractor does not own 
the airplanes or equipment. It is Federal property, so that there is 
no ability on the part of the municipality as a school district to tax 
the personal property on the base. 

Further than that, there are located on the base itself these public 
housing units, these demountable units I believe they are called, that 
are moved onto the property where any number of these civilian per- 
sonnel live, so that they do not own property in the school district 
which is subject to taxation. 

Although there is a profit to the contractor in these operations, in 
both of the instances in my district the contractor himself is a non- 
resident. One of them is California Eastern Airways, a California 
corporation, and the other is Texas Aviation Industries, a corpora- 
tion domiciled in Texas but not within either the municipality or the 
county in which the operation is carried on, so that there is not avail- 
able, as far as I can deserastins in any respect, to the school district 


or the munici spin any tax base which would support the schools. 


Mr. Wier. That brings up another question. 
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Apparently now we have the commercial airlines being called upon 

to nee these bases. Are these cadets enrolled in the Air Force? 
r. Knrcore. Yes, sir. 

. Mr. Wier. Could the commercial airlines turn around and use these 
trained personnel for their own use? 

Mr. Kireore. No, sir. Mr. Wier, these are Air Force personnel. 

In the instance of one of the bases in my district, they are actually 
active duty officers of the Air Force. Most of them are graduates 
of the Academy at West Point who have transferred to the Air Force, 
or the Naval Academy at Annapolis, who have transferred to the 
Air Force, or they are ROTC officers called to active duty. The cadets 
are aviation cadets on active duty with the Air Force merely beir 
trained in this operation to save the Air Force money. It would be 
an identical thing to the Army or Marine Corps drafting its person- 
nel and then contracting their basic training. 

Mr. Perrys. Are the commercial airlines excluded from the use 
of the base? 

Mr. Kireore. They are, sir. 

Perhaps I should clarify that question of commercial airlines. 
These are not commercial airlines. 

Mr. Wier. These are instructional airlines? 

Mr. Kireore. The only operation is maintenance of its contract 
with the Air Force in this respect in both instances. It is a situation 
which, so far as I can determine in examining it, absolutely parallels 
any other Air Force base except that the Air Force finds it expe- 
dient in this instance for a saving of money to use an intermediate 
civilian contractor to actually carry out the operation. Other than 
that, it is just as much Air Force as if it were maintained by the Air 
Force as it was in that interim period after the war before the Air 
I’orce went back to this type operation. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wier. No, I think I have asked enough questions. I think 
I got the meat of what I wanted to find out. That was as to just 
why this particular base was removed from the eligible list as of 1956. 
1 presume the answer from the Department will be because it is not 
on Government property. 

Mr. Knieore. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Kilgore, Tanah want to thank you. 

I think you have the questions squarely before the committee so 
that we understand. 

Mr. Kiurcore. Thank you for your time. 

Mr. Perxins. Thank you for your contribution. 

The committee will recess for a couple of minutes. 

Mr. Perxins. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Maine, will you come forward and proceed? Give the stenog- 
rapher your name for the record. 


STATEMENT OF LEONARD L. MAINE, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
SCHOOLS, PORTSMOUTH, R. I. 


Mr. Marne. My name is Leonard Maine, superintendent of schools, 
Portsmouth, R. I. I wish to thank the chairman and Mr. Wier for 
the opportunity to speak in behalf of the federally impacted schools, 
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particularly those of the State of Rhode Island, and my own school 
district. 

The impact on the State of Rhode Island, for the most part, is Navy. 
This includes a variety of activities and installations about the Nar- 
ragansett Bay area officially designated as Naval Base, Newport, R. I. 

ortsmouth, R. L., is in the Newport Naval Base area. Among the 
Portsmouth installations are the lants Destroyer Base, Melville 
Fuel Depot, Prudence Island Munitions Storage, and Melville Net 
Depot. These installations are located on very valuable property. 
Most of it was farm or residential property, taken by condemnation. 
The total acreage is 1,41734 acres. To approximate its potential value, 
may I report that the Commerce Oil Corp. has obtained a permit to 
construct a $54 million oil refinery on about 450 acres of less valuable 
land than the Navy holds. Although there is local resistance to this 
installation, this pasiort gives an ies of the value of this territory. 
By comparison, the Navy property might be conservatively valued 
at $150 million. 

The Navy has removed much actual and potential tax revenue from 
the State and the town. 

Traditionally, the relationship between the Navy and the town of 
Portsmouth has been splendid. In the early days when officers sta- 
tioned on the base had occasional children to attend school they were 
welcomed into our schools at no cost to anyone except the local tax- 

payer. 
| However, as described in House of Representatives Reports No. 2810 
and 2287 presented to the 2d session of the 81st Congress by Mr. 
Barden for the Committee on Education and Labor, pointed cut: 

Federal activities place a financial burden on school districts for the following 
principal reasons : 


1. Federal acquisition and continued ownership of property reduces local 
income for tax purposes. 


2. A Federal project or activity causes an influx of additional workers 
into a community, resulting in a sudden increase in the number of children 


to be educated. 

Two volumes of reports of hearings held by House of Representa- 
tives subcommittee throughout the United States backgrounded the 
work behind Public Law 874 (operating expenses) and 815 (school 
construction) for the relief of federally impacted school districts. 

The principles on which these laws are based are : 

1. That a school district is entitled to tax return from the residences 
of its people. 

2. That a school district is entitled to tax return from the place of 
employment of its people. 

Experience with these laws have resulted in congressional action to 
correct a number of inequities, that is: 

1. Public Law 11 allowed the counting of children, whose parents 
are employed “within reasonable commuting distance,” of the resi- 
dence within a district from which children attend school. 

2. Public Law 248 permitted the counting of Federal employees 
working in the District of Columbia. 

3. Corrections made to insure better education of Indian children. 

School superintendents of federally impacted school districts of the 
United States have learned that other inequities exist in these laws. 
Under the leadership of Oscar V. Rose, superintendent of schools, 
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Midwest City, Okla., regional conferences have been held in San Fran- 
cisco, Denver, Dallas, Chicago, Brunswick, Ga.; Washington, and 
Chicopee, Mass. In addition two meetings were held as part of the 
national convention of the American Association of School Adminis- 
trators in Atlantic City, February 20-21, 1956. Over 400 superintend- 
ents attended one general discussion meeting held at Atlantic City 
under the leadership of Mr. Rose on February 20 and on the next da 
over 500 superintendents attended the first regularly scheduled Ameri- 
can Association of School Administrators discussion group devoted 
to the problems of “financing schools in federally impacted school 
districts,” on February 21. 

I had the honor of chairing that meeting. 

Since most of the participants of that discussion group are sched- 
uled to appear before the subcommittee, I will list them. 

Speaker: Eric Lindman, George Peabody Teachers College, Nash- 
ville, Tenn. (Dr. Lindman, as a member of the Federal Office of Edu- 
cation had much to do with the original research behind Public Laws 
815 and 874.) 

Commentator: Samuel M. Brownell, United States Office of Edu- 
cation. 

Consultant : B. Alden Lillywhite, United States Office of Education 

Panel members: Stanley V. Smith, Arlington, Va.; J. W. Eater, 
Rantoul, Ill.; Oscar V. Rose, Midwest City, Okla.; William Simmons, 
Romulus, Mich. ; Ralph Mood, Brunswick, Ga. ; Herschel Moore, Little 
Rock, Ark.; Arthur Knoll, Long Beach, Calif. 

Findings from this work backgrounded the introduction of a num- 
ber of fine bills in both Houses of Congress, culminating in the Murray- 
Bridges S. 3525 (Public Law 874) and Murray S. 3526 (Public Law 
815) in the Senate with identical legislation H. R. 10227 introduced by 
Mr. Perkins. 

The school superintendents testifying are in agreement on these 
bills but have planned to concentrate on particular parts of the legis- 
lation. My assignments are: the elimination of the “3-percent absorp- 
tion” feature from Public Law 874; correction of inequity with regard 
to counting children of migrant military personnel (874 and 815P) 
and use of a school district’s per pupil local contribution rate for the 
preceding year as a “floor” for payment under Public Law 874. Also I 
may wish to speak briefly about section 305 (815). 

Elimination of 3-percent absorption feature as amended into Public 
Law 874 by Public Law 248: 

Origina] Public Law 874 required that a school district prove feder- 
ally connected pupils equal to 3 percent of its total average daily at- 
tendance to claim Federal money as partial payment for the cost of 
their education. 

Please note that I have said “partial payment.” All States “absorb” 
a certain part of the cost of educating Federal pupils. 

For example, the State of Rhode Island, and our State is low, from 
State tax revenue “absorbed” costs for each Federal pupil as follows: 
1953-54, $32.03 = pupil ; 1954-55, $32.17 per pupil. 

Original Public Law 874 wisely provided that once a district 


proved 3 percent impact it was paid for all Federal impact pupils 
without penalty. School administrators know that beginning at. an 
impact of 3 percent, and increasing in ratio to the severity of im- 
pact, a district encounters increasingly expensive problems, that is, 
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policing, highway improvements needed in response to increased 
traffic, first aid, special controls of juvenile activities. 

Public Law 874 that provided for the maintenance and operation 
costs of schools for federally impacted children was amended by 
Public Law 248, 83d Congress, or to quote directly from the act: 


To amend Public Law 874 of the 8ist Congress so as to make improvements in 
its provisions and extend its duration for a 2-year period, and for other 


purposes. 

It is my belief that for the most part this act mutilated a fine law. 
As for the part indicated as “and for other purposes” this means to 
me only one thing: an attempt to unload the cost of Federal respon- 
sibilities on local taxpayers. 

The worst of the provisions of the amended act is the so-called 
“3 percent absorption” feature. Three percent sounds innocuous 
until the law is examined to find that each district is expected to 
absorb a number of federally connected pupils equal to 3 percent of 
its non-Federal pupils. Thus a district such as Newport, R. L., with 
an average daily attendance of 4,389.6 pupils of wien 1,937.7 are 
federally connected would be expected to absorb 73.56 Federal pupils 
at a cost of $244.68 each, or $18,004.66 on basis of this year’s appli- 
cation figures. 

Since Congress last year voted the 3-percent feature inoperative 
for this school year, no federally impacted district will be penalized 
by the “3 — absorption” feature of Public Law 248 during the 
current school year. However, congressional action is needed if 


this absorption feature is to be inoperative for next year as well as 


in further extension of Public Law 874. 

The absorption feature amended into Public Law 874 by Public 
Law 248 was incorporated contrary to the testimony of any school 
superintendent that appeared before the House Subcommittee on 
Education in 1953. I happened to be one of those men. The same 
statement holds true for 1954 testimony before the Senate Education 
Committee when S. 3628 was in work toward the elimination of “3 
percent absorption” for the school year 1955-56. 

H. R. 10227, as introduced by Mr. Perkins of Kentucky, provides 
to eliminate absorption for fiscal year 1956-57 and for the proposed 
2-year extension of Public Law 874. For the federally impacted 
school districts of the Nation in general and for New England in 
particular, I urge that the provisions of Mr. Perkins’ bill be ap- 
proved and that we hear no more about “3 percent absorption.” 

Submitted herewith on the rear page is a study made by me with 
the assistance of Accountant Alfred Andreozzi of the Rhode Island 
State Department of Education. It shows that 15 of the 39 school 
distriets of the State of Rhode Island qualify for funds under Public 
Law 874. It reveals that approximately a 14-percent loss accrues 
to the State of Rhode Island federally impacted school districts un- 


less the 3 percent absorption amendment is rendered inoperative. 
(See table, p. 106.) 


MIGRANT MILITARY PERSON NEL 


During 1953 the Newport Navy Public Works Officer, Capt. Charles 
H. Neel, now of Long Beach, Calif., announced a program de- 
signed to provide housing for families of Navy personnel in the area 

76765—56——8 
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of the Newport Naval Base. “Men living with their families are 
happier, work better, get into less trouble,” said he, while explaining 
an impending 300-unit trailer installation on Navy property -for 
which the town of Portsmouth was expected to provide schools and 
certain other services. 

Later a program became effective for transferring men and in some 
instances ships to home ports closer to regions from which the men 
enlisted. 

Simultaneously, plans of social and educational significance were 
expanded. Much of the traditional lonesome social existence of Navy 
enlistees and their families no longer exists because of this program. 
Consequently, families of Navy personnel are happier and tend to 
linger longer after transfer of the heads of the families. This is par- 
ticularly true when a new assignment is out of the United States and 
the family faces a choice of remaining where it is or returning to a 
nonimpacted area where there are no special advantages for military 
families. 

School systems in our area have designed techniques, used by experi- 
enced personnel, towards inventorying, adjusting, and assimilating 
Navy children with varied educational backgrounds into an effective 
learning program. If letters and orally expressed appreciation from 
Navy people are valid criteria, our school districts have provided 
well for the school] needs of children of military migrants. 

Listed here are several reasons military personnel children remain 
in impacted districts after a parent is transferred : 

1. Schools adjusted to peculiar needs of children. 

2. Commissaries are available—and this is very important—for pur- 
chase of personal and family needs at lower cost. 

3. Instant contact between military personnel and families. 

4. Planned social and educational activities sponsored and partly 
financed by Navy; and friends are there with common problems. 

5. Anticipation of future assignment causing a return to area, that 
is a graduate of the officers candidate school frequently is assigned 
away from Narragansett Bay only to return for another assignment 
in one or another of diversified naval activities of the Newport Base. 

Present provision of Public Laws 874 and 815 allow no claim for 
schoolchildren of Navy personnel unless a parent lives in the district, 
or “is within reasonable commuting distance,” as provided by Public 
Law 11. 

For example, a Navy commander might be assigned from our Mel- 
ville Net Depot to Long Beach, Calif.,in February. Immediately his 
orders are effective we can no longer claim payments under Public 
Laws 874 and 815 even though his three children remain in school until 
the end of the year. Multiply this case many times and a school dis- 
trict can be in trouble or at least penalized heavily. 

It does not appear that Federal responsibility is discharged under 
the intent of Public Laws 874 and 815 simply by transferring military 
personnel. It seems that paying the district where the child is in 
school is a reasonable expectation from the provisions of the law. 

Children from local enlistments are not considered impact children. 
Only children of migrant Federal personnel are counted for applica- 
tion purposes. 
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The number of migrant military personnel for whom claim may not 
be made for reasons explained, as reported from Portsmouth, Middle- 
town, Jamestown, Newport, North Kingstown of the Narragansett 
Bay naval area for this year is as follows: 





| Estimate, 
October January end of 
school year 
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Provisions are made in H. R. 10227 for correcting the inequity of 


disallowing migrant military personnel for payment under the pro- 
vision of both Public Laws 875 and 815. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTION RATE FOR PRECEDING YEAR AS A “FLOC mR” PAYMENT 


Now, as to the local contribution rate for preceding year as a “floor” 
payment, States have different plans for financing public education. 
In States where the financing of education is ak through State 
funds, the expenditure made directly by local taxpayers is not at all 
commensurate with the cost of educating a federally connected child. 
Since in final analysis State funds are derived from its citizens the 
lowest payment per child on average daily attendance has been estab- 
lished as a “floor” for payment from Federal funds. At present about 
one-half of the districts receiving payment under Public Law 874 are 
paid according to the “floor” rate- One of my colleagues will present 
information about proposed changes in the “floor” payment for high 
State-aid States. 

In States where local contribution rates per child is high and State 
aid amounts per child are low, many schoo] districts have the amount 
paid per pupil determined through the use of comparable school dis- 
tricts. 

The theory of the law is that a school district is impoverished by 
Federal impact. To determine a fair payment per pupil the local 
district selects nonimpacted districts comparable to its own that 
are approved by the State department of education. Subject to the 
approval of the Federal office, payment is made to the applicant ac- 
cording to the average local contribution rate of its comparable dis- 
tricts. 

I have submitted an example here of how the amount paid per pupil 
1s computed for my own district. 

Figures used are for the second preceding year. 

Asan example Portsmouth is paid this year as follows: 


Comparable districts (1954-55 figures) and local contribution rate per pupil 


TO non iaild an bingmmenerton sack $228. 42 


217.13 
209. 77 
183. 85 
217. 82 


South Kingston 
Westerly 


Average 212. 09 
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‘ It is thus determined that the rate per pupil paid Portsmouth is 
212.09. 
This works fairly well except in following cases: 


1. The applicant district has no nonimpacted districts in its 
State that are comparable (Denver, Colo., as example). 

2. There is disagreement as to what constitutes a comparable 
district (Newport, R. L, as example). 

3. The per pupil costs are rising so rapidly that figures 2 years 
old are unrealistic. 


H. R. 10227 provides.that a district may claim a per pupil payment 
equal to the amount it actually spent the preceding year, with the pro- 
vision that this payment may not exceed the average amount spent 
per pupil from all sources during the same year. 

(The table referred to follows :) 


Rhode Island study of effects of 3 percent absorption, Public Law 874, Apr. 8, 1956 


[Data from Public Law 874, application forms for 1956-57; sec. 3 children. District expected to absorb a 
number of pupils equal to 3 percent of non-Federal] ; 
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1 Estimated. 
2 Average. 


Norte.—15 of the 39 school districts of the State of Rhode Island qualify for Public Law 874 funds toward 
maintenance and o tions costs. 

This study rev approximately 14 percent loss to State of Rhode Island federally impacted school dis- 
tricts of 3 percent absorption amendment isn’t rendered inoperative. 

For the most part Federal impact on Rhode Island is Navy. 


Mr. Marne. May I add that I had the pleasure of being 1 of 3 school 
superintendents that worked with legislative counsel in drawing u 
parts of this legislation. We were told then by the men who worke 
with us, legislative counsel and the clerk, that undoubtedly as we 
went through these bills we would find some discrepancies; only work 
with the bills would locate them. 

I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Wier. 

Mr. Perxrys. Are there any other remarks which you care to make 
at this time? 

me you want to remain in your seat while the other superintendents 
testity ¢ 

Mr. Marne. I do not think the other superintendents will need my 
help? We fought over testimony several times. 





ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 107 


Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Perxtns. Mr. Rose? 

Mr. Ross. My testimony is a little more more lengthy than his. I 
did not know how long you intended to go before the recess. I would 
be glad to go on any time but we might substitute a shorter witness. 

Mr. Perxtns. We will recess until 1: 30. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, a recess was taken until 1:30 p. m., this 
same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The hearing was reconvened at 2 p. m.) 

Mr. Perxrns. I have before me a letter forwarded by the Honorable 
Edward P. Boland, House of Representatives, Washington, D. C., 
which I will place in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


City oF CHICOPEE, 
Chicopee, Mass., March 27, 1956. 
Hion. Epwarp P. BoLANnp, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Ep: It has come to my attention that the House Education and Labor 
Committee has appointed a subcommittee to hold hearings on Public Law 815 and 
Public Law 874 under the chairmanship of Congressman Carl D. Perkins. It 
is my understanding that the testimony will begin on March 27 and continue 
through March 29 and will resume operation on Monday, April 9. I would 
appreciate it if you would register our interest in both of these laws to Mr. 
Perkins’ committee in order that he may be fully acquainted with the school 
superintendent’s viewpoint with regard to the need for amending legislation 
as it now exists. 

Under Public Law 815, the following changes have been included in Senate 
hill 3234. These were introduced by bipartisan representation of the Senate. 

1. Provision should be made to allow the Commissioner of Education to con- 
sider the pupil load, both federally and nonfederally connected, for the year in 
which the application is filed and to estimate the increase in the pupil load to 
June 30 of the succeeding fiscal year in determining the Federal responsibility. 
This was found necessary in order to avoid objectional delays in the construction 
of school facilities. 

2. Provisions should be made so that the non-Federal growth requirement 
would be changed from 5 percent per year to 3 percent per year or 6 percent 
over a 2-year period instead of 10 percent. The reason for this change was 
for the purpose of assuring the applicants under Public Law 815 that they will 
assume a normal increase on the non-Federal pupil load the same as other school 
districts who are not appliccants under this act. 

3. Provisions should be made to eliminate the requirement of “Presidential 
determination” under section 305 (@) (3), and the responsibility given to the 
Commissioner of Education. In determining whether there has been a Federal 
impact under this section only the school district should be considered rather 
than the general area. The reason for this is that the present “Presidential 
détermination” requirement delays the construction of school facilities approxi- 
mately 1 year and does not safeguard the Government’s interest any more than if 
such determination was made by the Commissioner of Education who has more 
facts available than the other agencies upon which the President must rely. A 
school district is affected only by its own impact which may or may not be related 
to the general area impact. Some districts in the general area may experience 
an impact while others do not. Yet, if both are controlled by the impact on the 
area, serious inequities will result. 

4. (It is felt that the following should be included in the revisions.) Provisions 
should be made for the school facilities constructed for children of parents resid- 
ing in Federal Public Housing to remain available for these children when such 
housing is disposed of by the Federal Government. either to private owners or 
a municipal housing authority. The reason for this is that, under the present 
legislation, these children become the sole responsibility of the local school dis- 
trict and the facilities constructed for them are recovered by the Federal Gov- 
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ernment to meet its responsibility for further increases in federally connected 
pupils. Thus, the Federal Government is placed in the position of virtually giving 
the housing away and at the same time taking the school facilities away from 
the children for whom they were built and using them to meet its responsibility 
for further Federal pupils which it causes to migrate to the school district. 

5. Provision should be made for applicants to retroactively request Federal as- 
sistance under section 209 (c) of Public Law 815 and section 308 of the amended 
legislation for federally connected children which were established during the 
6-year period this act has been in operation. The reason for this is that these 
sections were not called to the attention of the applicants and no provision was 
made in the application form to apply for the assistance authorized thereunder. 
It is obvious that those applicants which have experienced the greatest impact 
and an impact continuing over a greater number of years will be less fiscally able 
to finance the non-Federal share of the facilities needed to house the federally con- 
nected impact. To limit the Federal responsibility an applicant should be re- 
quired to show that funds received under other sections of this act together with 
the maximum local funds available and not needed to house the nonfederally 
connected children have been insufficient to provide housing for the previously 
established federally connected children. 

Under Public Law 874, the following charges have been included in Senate 
bill 3233 and are of extreme importance: 

1. Provision should be made to eliminate the 3-percent absorption for the 
school year 1956-57 and for any further extension of the legislation. The 
reason for this is that federally impacted school districts have many extra 
fiscal problems other than those recognized in Public Law 874. Usually these 
districts have also experienced a non-Federal impact far in excess of normal 
which creates further fiseal difficulty. Thus, they are in no fiscal condition to 
absorb any part of the Federal responsibility which is recognized by this aet. 
(You recall I wrote to you about this absorption factor 2 years ago and its 
impact not only on the city of Chicopee but on 38 other cities and towns in 
Massachusetts. ) 

2. Provision should be made for the Federal responsibility for children of 
military personnel who migrate to a school district to continue as long as the 
children remain in school following the transfer of the parent from the school 
district upon military orders. The reason for this is that usually the families 
of military personnel cannot immediately be accommodated with housing facili- 
ties at a new assignment. Thus, it is highly inequitable for the Federal Govern- 
ment to discharge its responsibility merely by transferring its military personnel. 

3. Provision should be made so that deduction for tax payments in connection 
with real property will be made only when Federal responsibility for children is 
claimed in connection with such Federal property. The reason for this is that 
Federal payments were made because of many Federal properties prior to the 
enactment of Public Law 874. They were authorized on a completely different 
basis of Federal responsibility, and such payments have no connection with those 
under this act unless claim is made which is based on the Federal responsibility 
accepted by this act. 

4. Provision should be made for section 4a children whose parents either work 
on or live on Federal property to be eligible for payment as now provided regard- 
less of the percentage such children are of either the total or the non-Federal pupil 
load. The reason for this is that the pupil impact normally presents a greater 
fiscal problem the first year than any succeeding year. Yet, under the present 
act, the Federal Government accepts a responsibility for hundreds of children 
during their second year’s attendance regardless of need, but does not accept 
a responsibility during their first year of attendance even when based on need. 

5. Also, provision should be made for a continued Federal responsibility on 
a diminishing basis for children residing in Federal public housing when such 
housing is disposed of either to private owners or a municipal housing authority. 
The reason for this is that the fiscal impact resulting from the immediate loss of 
revenue in such cases under the present terms of this act cannot be absorbed 
without serious effect on the educational program in many instances. This 
impact can be absorbed by the applicant during a 4-year period similar to that 
provided under section 4 (b) of the original Public Law 874. 

You will note that a year ago Curtis Terrace, a Federal housing development, 
was disposed of on December 31. We did not know that it was being sold and, 
as a result, lost approximately $23,000 at a time when we could ill afford it. 

Chicomansett Village and Sheridan Circle are in the process of being liquidated 
in spite of the fact that there is a crying need for houses of military personne! 
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at Westover Field, and it will mean another marked decrease in our entitlement. 


If this decrease can be spread over a period of 2, 3, or 4 years, it would be much 
easier for the community to absorb this loss. 


It has come to my attention that the Bureau of the Budget has made a 
recommendation for a deficiency appropriation for the current fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1956, both for Public Law 815 and Public Law 874. These appropria- 


tions are necessary to guarantee full payment under our entitlement as cuts will 
affect our school operation materially. 
Sincerely yours, 


JOHN L, Firzpatrick, Superintendent. 
Mr. Perxins. Mr. Rose, are you ready to proceed ?. 
I hope the other committee members come in. We are trying to get 
them here now, 


STATEMENT OF OSCAR V. ROSE, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
MIDWEST CITY, OKLA. 


Mr. Rose. As stated in this statement, Mr. Chairman, I am Oscar V. 
Rose, superintendent of schools of Midwest City, Okla. However, 
my testimony here is not in behalf of the Midwest City schools. I 
have used only one illustration, I believe, supporting the amendments 
proposed in my own school district but have used illustrations which 
I know about and have learned from other school men to illustrate 
the points that 1 cover in my testimony. 

Mr. Perxins. You have appeared before this committee several 
times before; have you not? 

Mr. Rose. Yes, sir. Every time there has been any educational 
measure for the last. 4 or 5 years. Or for the last 7 or 8 years, rather. 

Mr. Perkins. We are proud to have you here again. 

Mr. Roser. I made a few notes from that discussion this morning, 
and I don’t care to belabor it, in connection with these air training 
stations. But Public Law 874, of course, connects a Federal responsi- 
bility under 2 or 3 different sections. The testimony showed that a 
school received funds the first year and half that much the second 
year. That was under section 4 (a), which provides for sudden and 
substantial impacts in any given year. And therefore when these 
new installations were started, the first year that was a sudden and 
substantial impact, and they did qualify under section 4 (a), but didn’t 
qualify under section 3 the next year, or any year, because they were 
not on Federal property. And of course section 4 (a) provides for a 
payment the first year the child is in the school, provided they reach 
a certain percentage, which apparently this school did, and then half 
that payment the next year. And of course that concludes the Federal 
responsibility under Public Law 874 for that type of a child unless 
the property is federally owned. 

One other question, Congressman Wier, that you asked this morn- 
ing—lI believe it was you—on the Civil Air Patrol: The difference in 
the two, as I see it, is that the Civil Air Patrol is maintained by the 
normal citizenry within the school district. It does not cause an 
impact. And therefore, we have always contended that unless there 
was an impact there was no Federal responsibility. And of course, 
we have a civil patrol unit in our community, but it is maintained 
and operated by, we will say, the drug-store people and others. They 
all have other vocations and businesses other than this, whereas the 
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people who operate these training stations have that as their business 
and that is whet they get their livelihood. 

So I do think there is a stopping place, all right, where the Federal 
Government’s responsibility ends. But the Civil Air Patrol I think 
is not exactly analogous to the pilot training that was discussed this 
morning. 

I will start now with my prepared statement. 

I certainly want to thank the chairman and members of this sub- 
committee for the opportunity to present testimony regarding the 
legislation now being considered to continue assistance to school dis- 
tricts throughout the Nation which have problems resulting from 
activities of the Federal Government. It was my privilege to testify 
during the consideration of the original laws 815 and 874 and the 
following laws which have continued and amended them. 

During the 7 years aay goon yin the 1950-51 fiscal year, 
the first year Public Laws 815 and 874 were in operation, the Midwest 
City school system, of which I am superintendent, increased in aver- 
age daily attendance from 225 pupils to 3,021 pupils. That was the 
impact before these laws went into effect. 

During the 6 years which this legislation has been operative it has 
further increased to more than 9,500 pupils during the current school 
year. All of this increase has either resulted directly or indirectly 
from the location of Tinker Field and the Oklahoma City air materiel 
area with employment rolls of approximately 20,000 civilians and 
5.000 military personnel within the boundaries of the school district, 
all located within the boundaries of the school district. This is 9 
miles out of Oklahoma City. It is in no way a suburb of metropolitan 
Oklahoma City. There are at least 2 to 5 miles of undeveloped area 
e land between the edge of Oklahoma City and the edge of Midwest 

ity. 

We may also expect a continued similar impact as the employees of 
this installation now living considerable distances from their work 
move nearer the installation and thus enter the Midwest City School 
District. This further increase will maintain: even though the num- 
ber of employees at the installation remains at approximately the 
same level or even decreases. 

That-point is designed to show that impact isn’t always related to 
a pane ok in the installation. We have a change from commuter 
status to residence status in these large areas continuously, and it will 
continue until the normal ratio of people who work in an industry 
live near the industry. What that ratio is, I don’t know, but I know 
it hasn’t reached that in our industry. People are still driving 25 to 
even 100 miles to work a day. Almost weekly one of those families 
will decide to quit driving, and move. Well, that is an impact inso- 
far as the district in which these installations are located is concerned; 
or even a neighboring district that is closer in than the one that is a 
hundred miles away. So impact in a school district isn’t always 
directly related to the growth in an installation. An installation can 
even be reduced in the number of employees, and yet the school dis- 
trict in which it is located can increase materially in its pupil load. 

This extreme impact has caused this school district to be one of the 
most heavily federally impacted school districts in the Nation, and 
thus, it has been one of those which has benefited most from these laws. 
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For the Federal assistance which this district has received under both 
of these public laws I wish to express the deepest appreciation of the 
parents of the children whose education has and will continue to 
depend upon it, 

As superintendent of such a federally impacted school I have felt 
that one of my major administrative responsibilities was in connec- 
tion with legislation to provide Federal assistance to schools in such 
areas. ‘To discharge this responsibility, and since the normal educa- 
tional organizations have made no special effort in behalf of these 
school districts—that is not a criticism but a fact—it has been my 
privilege to become associated with the superintendents of schools in 
these areas in an attempt to meet our common problem. There is no 
organization of federally impacted school superintendents. How- 
ever, we have found it both necessary and helpful to meet-together 
and study our peculiar financial needs and associate them with the 
Federal impact in an effort to apprise the Congress of the Federal 
responsibility to such schools. To do this we have carefully studied 
the present legislation as it now operates through a series of meetings 
held since December 1, 1955—and I believe that was mentioned this 
morning—and have developed some suggested amendments which we 
sincerely believe will create greater equity as between different schools 
and States within the Nation, as well as between school districts and 
the Federal Government. We have kept those three things in mind 
in making our suggestions. 

We are proud to have been a part in the achievements of this legis- 
lation during the past 6 years of its operation. The United States 
Office of Education has > ht a splendid job in administering these 
acts and a recent report “Program Highlights,” January 31, 1956, 
shows that under Public Law 815 the school districts and the Federal 
Government have together constructed 27,000 classrooms and related 
facilities to house approximately 800,000 children. This has been 
done through the construction of—and these figures are really quite 
surprising to me—801 new elementary schools; 255 new secondary 
schools; 848 additions to elementary schools; 317 additions to sec- 
ondary schools ; and 145 other projects. 

During the last 6-year period slightly more than $375 million has 
been provided in Federal assistance for maintenance and operation 
costs in some 2,800 school districts under Public Law 874. As an 
illustration of the school districts’ part in financing the total mainte- 
nance and operation costs in these school districts we find that in 
1953-54 the Federal funds represented only 5.6 percent of the total 
operation budgets while the federally connected pupils represented 
16.6 percent of the pupil load in the applicant districts. I used 
1953-54, because that report gives enough information for this to be 
calculated ; I mean the report of the United States Office of Education. 
The 1955 report does not give enough information for this fact to be 
obtained for 1954-55, but I think the relative percentages would main- 
tain. So when you get to thinking about absorption, if I may throw 
this in just for what it means—keep in mind that the Federal Govern- 
ment is only providing 5.6 percent of the budgets of these 2,800 schools, 
and yet the pupil load is 16.6 percent of the pupils. So the district is 
already assuming a good deal of the education of the federally con- 
nected child. 
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Certainly, this is a marvelous record of Federal assistance to the 
education in these federally impacted areas and explains the past 
favorable reaction of the Congress to the legislative proposals devel- 
oped by subcommittees in the past and presented by the full House 
Education and Labor Committee. 

I mention only one thing: That this legislation last year, I believe 
the Wier bill, passed on unanimous consent in both Houses. And I 
think I need not emphasize the fact that the legislation is popular, 
because it has done such a fine job. And it will continue to be popular 
as long as we continue in what is right. And these relationships that 
T mentioned are accurate. 

This fine record, however, I believe can be improved upon. This 
subcommittee has under consideration several bills which have been 
introduced, and I am sure each one has considerable merit. However, 
T shall confine my testimony to H. R. 10227 introduced by the chair- 
man of this subcommittee, Mr. Perkins, at the request of the school 
superintendents in these federally inspected areas, 

Let me thank the chairman for the confidence that he placed in these 
school men in at least introducing the bill. Now we are studying it. 
And, of course, we are willing to abide by the deliberations of this 
committee in what parts of our proposals should be accepted. And 
that is the reason why we are here today, to try to point out why we 
made such proposals. 

H. R. 10227 includes the extension of both Public Law 815 and ‘874 
for a period of 2 years and proposes five amendments to each act. 
These amendments are based on the generally accepted principle by 
the applicants that when the school districts have sand above the 
normal effort to provide school facilities and school operating costs 
the Federal Government is responsible for meeting the remaining need 
of that segment of the pupil load resulting from its activities. 

That is a general statement that I think we have not deviated from 
in our proposals or recommendations. 

There is no intent on the part of the superintendents of schools to 
shift the normal responsibility of local taxpayers to the Federal 
budget. 

There will be plenty of testimony that will show that these districts 
have gone far beyond the normal effort in financing their schools, the 
normal effect found in other school districts in the State. 

Since there seems to be no question as to the need for extending 
Public Law 815—I believe even the United States Office of Education 
recommended that—I shall proceed immediately to the amendments 
suggested for this act. 

Public Law 815 amendments: 

1. The non-Federal pupil growth requirement in the present law has 
been reduced from 10 percent during a 2-year period to 6 percent during 
a 2-year period. That is the non-Federal growth. 

Under the present Jaw an applicant is charged with a 10 percent 
increase in non-Federal pupils during a 2-year period and the number 
of pupils short of this requirement is deducted from the increase in 
federally connected pupils for which the applicant qualifies. Since the 
normal pupil growth nationally is approximately 3 percent per year 
or 6 percent for a 2-year period, it is believed that applicants under , 
this act should be charged with only this normal non-Federal growth. 
Otherwise, the Federal impact schools are required to assume a part of 
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the Federal responsibility from their already overtaxed local funds 
available. Illustration : 

2. The requirement of “Presidential determination’ under section 
305 (a) (3) has been eliminated. 

Experience has shown that this requirement presents insurmount- 
able problems of coordination between agencies foreign to education 
and the orinciples of Public Law 815. In this connection, I reviewed 
briefly the testimony I gave before the subcommittee that handled this 
iegislation in the 83d Congress in 1953, and I believed it was right then 
and I believe it is right now, that you are bringing in agencies that 
have no interest in education to determine something that influences 
strongly the administration of an educational act. 

It has served to discourage many legitimate applicants under this 
ection, to unduly delay others, and in general to defeat the purpose 
of this section. You need only to see how few applicants have been 
made successful applicants under section 305 (a) (3) to find out how 
little value that section has been to the act. Compare it to the section 
of the act in 1950-51 and 1951-52, and you will note that. Other 
requirements and safeguards in this section are ample to protect the 
interests of the Federal Government. The percentage requirement is 
high. The funds can’t be received unless the school district has done 
all it can do. And there are a number of safeguards other than the 
Presidential finding. Mr. William Simmons, superintendent of 
schools, Romulus, Mich., which is in the Detroit industrial area where 
this section is most applicable, will present more detailed testimony 
-upporting this amendment. 

3. Federally owned housing is continued as Federal property for the 
purpose of eligibility under this act following its disposal to either 
private owners or municipal housing authorities. 

Now, on first thought, I am conscious of the fact. tliat you will say, 
“Why should it be continued as Federal property?” I will show you 
why. 

During the past 6 years the Federal Government has provided assist- 
ance for construction of school facilities under Public Law 815 for the 
children living in such housing. The previous extensions of this act 
and the current 2-year extension under consideration provides Federal 
assistance only for the increase in Federal pupils during each 2-year 
period. If such housing is not retained as Federal property, the loss 
of eligible pupils residing therein will cancel a like number of the 
legitimate increase in federally connected pupils for any period of 
extension and prevent the Federal Government from assuming its 
continued and accepted responsibility. Thus, the Federal Government 
would be recovering the school facilities previously constructed be- 
cause of such federally owned housing to apply toward meeting its 
responsibility for future federally connected increases. 

I shall use the Stratford, Conn., school district to illustrate how the 
present act operates inequitably in a school district. During the 
1953-54 fiscal year this district had two housing projects, Woodend 
Homes and Stoney Brook Gardens, where 119 section 305 (a) (1) 
pupils (children whose parents live on and work on Federal property) 
and 597 section 305 (a) (2) pupils (children of parents who live on 
Federal property but do not work on Federal property) lived. On 
September 30, 1954—that is at the beginning of the 1954-55 year—the 
Woodend Homes project was transferred to the town of Stratford and 
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ceased to be Federal property; however, the children living therein 
continued in school. ous of them, as shown above, worked on Fed- 
eral property, and some of them didn’t, but they were there. 

In 1954-55 this resulted in the federally connected children under 
section 305 (a) (1) being reduced to 40 and the section 305 (a) (2) 
children being reduced to 338. Thus, before this school district can 
show an increase in federally connected children during the 1954-56 
2-year period just closing under Public Law 815 as extended, it would 
have to experience a gain exceeding this loss of 79 and 259 pupils, 
respectively, under these two sections or a total of 338 pupils. They 
are in the base. So, therefore, if you are going to subtract that base 
from something, unless those pupils are taken out you are just not 
going to get a difference. And the difference, or the increase, is what 
is paid on. It is obvious that no Federal funds were available to 
assist in constructing school facilities in this district during this period 
for the increase in federally connected children resulting from other 
Federal activities within the district. 

Another way that might be stated is this: The Federal Government 
builds these homes. Then it finally decides to give the project to a 
town or to sell it for practically nothing to a private owner. And 
at the same time it says, “We built a building over here for 500 chil- 
dren, or whatever it is, but we are going to keep that building and 
house any future increase that we cause to come in here, in that build- 
ing, rather than building additional buildings.” I refer to it as recov- 
ering that school housing for the purpose of their future increase in 
school children. And that is actually how it works. 

4. The payment for children under section 305 (a) (2) has been 
increased from 50 percent of the cost of minimum facilities to 70 per- 
cent of the cost of minimum facilities and the payment for children 
under section 305 (a) (3) has been increased from 45 percent of the 
cost of minimum facilities to 70 percent of the cost of minimum 
facilities. 

The Federal activity schools have generally experienced more than 
a normal increase in nonfederally connected children for which it 
must provide 100 percent of the cost of minimum facilities. In view 
of this it has become progressively more difficult during each 2-year 
period for the applicant to provide, in addition to this normal local 
responsibility, the additional 50 percent and 55 percent of the cost 
of facilities for these federally connected children. It isn’t so bad 
on the group that you get 95 percent for. In addition to this, the 
school district must provide any facilities above minimum facilities 
for all the children of the district. If the area is ever going to have 
an auditorium, it must build it out of its own funds, or any other above 
school facilities that we recognize that should be available for a school 
program. Therefore, if facilities are to be provided for the continued 
Federal impact, a greater share of the cost must be provided by the 
Federal Government. 

I shall use my own school district to illustrate this problem by pre- 
senting the following tabulated membership and assessed valuation 
data at the close of each 2-year period during which Public Law 815 
has been in operation. 

I simply want to mention the columns. The reason why I use each 
2-year period is that it is operated for 2 years at a time. And what 
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pupils we didn’t get paid for the first of the 2 years, we got the second 
of the 2 years. e were privileged to estimate the pupils as of the 
close of the 2-year period. And then if that estimate the first vear, 
for instance, didn’t take in all the children that showed up, it could 
be revised. So if you will consider the closing times of each period, 
you oe the comparison necessary in determining how the law 
operated. 
, (The table referred to is as follows:) 


Pupil membership data, Midwest city school district, Federal and district 
responsibility under Public Law 815 








| 
Non- pare rict District 
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district responsibility ._ .._--- SAE Ee 2 SM Sew SS rae! AREER? SS we 2, 563 




















For the close of each 2-year period the total pupil membership has 
been broken down into the number of children federally connected 
under the different sections of the act by columns showing the percent 
the Federal payment is of the per pupil cost and the nonfederally 
connected children. Column 6 combines the total district pupil re- 
sponsibility and is the sum of 30 percent of the pupils in column 2, 50 
percent of the pupils in column 3, 55 percent of the pupils in column 4, 
and 100 percent of the pupils in column 5. Since the major portion of 
funds for school construction in districts throughout the Nation accrue 
from local property tax, the assessed valuation per child serves as a 
reasonable index of the school district’s ability to meet its responsi- 
bility for school facilities for that child. In this connection it will 
be noted that even during the first period the tax valuation per child 
was far inadequate to provide minimum school facilities to meet the 
distriet responsibility even within a 10-percent bond limit. 

You might even say with a 20-percent bond limit it could not have 
been done. Due to the unusual increase as shown in the non-Federal 
pupils together with that portion of the cost assigned to the school 
district under Public Law 815 for the federally connected pupils this 
inadequacy has become progressively worse. en a school district 
has made its maximum effort to meet its needs and this condition con- 
tinues to prevail it should be ample proof that the Federal payment is 
insuflicient to meet the responsibility of the Federal Government and 
that some consideration should be given to increasing this payment to 
the school district. This district has been able to sfeviats this prob- 
lem only by providing more than 60 sags makeshift classrooms 
constructed Frosh surplus Army barracks and other surplus Federal 
uildings. 
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I might say we have never abandoned but two temporary classrooms 
built since the close of World War II. 

It has been necessary to increase the number of such temporary, 
makeshift classrooms annually to meet the district responsibility in 
this fashion. 4 

5. The eligibility has been reinstated for the federally connected 
children under this act which-have previously been established by 
application during the past 6 years dk for which no payment or only 
a partial payment has been made. ¢ 

Provided : 

(a) These children are still in the school district and still federally 
connected under the terms of the act. : 

(b) The total federally connected pupils represent 20 percent of the 
total pee load at the time application is filed under this amendment 
And I threw this in parenthetically, because in some of the schools 
where the county unit system prevails and it is a large area, they find 
that 20 percent is too high for equity. So I said: This percentage has 
been questioned by some school superintendents as being too high, and 
your study and further testimony may case this subcommittee to 
reduce this requirement. In such case, a reduction will be satisfactory. 

Now, also you might provide that the superintendent of education 
might have some discretionary powers in that connection, as you have it 
in other places in the bill, and I don’t believe it has been misused, 

(c) The school district is making the maximum tax effort under 
State law. 

(d@) The Federal responsibility for such children is limited to the 
number of unhoused pupils at the time application is filed under this 
amendment. 

During the past 6 years many speseenin have received no payment 
or only a partial payment for federally connected children under 
the terms of this act and thus, the Federal Government has not dis- 
charged its responsibility to these school districts. The objective 
of this amendment is to take a “current” look at the present federally 
connected pupil load, the previous Federal payments, the unhoused 
pupils, mak the present financial ability of the applicant in an effort 
to provide minimum school facilities for the federally connected 

upils. 
A simple way tostate the operation of this amendment is : Determine 
the number of pupils which are federally connected under the terms 
of the act as of June 30, 1956, and from this deduct the number of 
pupils for which Federal payment has been made during the 6 previous 
years. Payment would then be made for the remainder provided the 
stated conditions prevail. 

During the first 2-year period, 1950-52, the percent of eligible chil- 
dren for which payment was made varied greatly between the schoo! 
districts within a State and between States. In the State of Mon- 
tana, nine school districts made application. In three of these districts 
full payment was made for all children and in the other six payment 
was made for only 84 percent of the eligible children and payment for 
16 percent of the federally connected children was lost to these dis- 
tricts. As between States the percent of eligible children lost ranged 
from 45 percent in Alabama and Kansas to none in 3 States. 

The point is simply this. .And my school district is not affected 
by it. I get paid for all the children. But at the same time I know 
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those inequities exist. And the Federal Government has paid for 
all the children in three States, and from there down to only 55 per- 
cent of them in the 2 States that I mentioned there. 

And I might pout out this, too: that this would not recover all the 
lost children. It recovers only those that are still in school and that 
are still unhoused. 

That closes my testimony on Public Law 815... 

In view of the success with which Public Law 874 has operated 
and the necessity for a firm basis in preparing budgets some time 
in advance of the fiscal year during which they must operate, it 
would seem imperative that this act be extended for at least a 2-year 
period. Such an extension would not preclude the consideration of 
any proposal by the United States Office of Education at such time 
as that office completes its study of this legislation. 

I am not opposed to any study being made on any educational pro- 
gram, but I don’t think we ought to delay meeting the problem in 
order that we might study, when we already know enough to start on 
a solution of the problem. 

Five amendments to achieve the following objectives are proposed 
after careful study by the school superintendents in federally affected 
areas: 

1. The 3-percent absorption in section 3 is eliminated for the 1956- 
57 fiscal year and the 2 years of extension. 

In the present law a school district must absorb without Federal 
payment a number of federally connected children equaling 3 per- 
cent of the non-Federal pupils in average daily attendance. The same 


reason prevails for this amendment as that stated in the report of 


the Congress when this feature of the legislation was previously 
eliminated : 


The absorption requirement was among the changes in the original Public 
Law 874 recommended by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
and included in Public Law 248. It was thought that only a small percentage 
of the applicant school districts would be affected substantially by this change. 
lt now appears that a much larger percentage than was first envisioned will be 
so affected. 


In view of this unforeseen effect of the amendment and the undue hardship 
it will impose on a number of local school districts, the committee is recom- 
mending a suspension of the absorption requirement for the additional year in 
order to provide an opportunity for further review and consideration of the 
problem to which this legislation is directed. 

Insofar as I know, no additional evidence has been developed sup- 
porting the absorption feature. Thus, if it has not been, the same 
reasoning for eliminating it prevails as in the past. 

2. Children of military personnel who have been sent to Federal in- 
stallations on military orders remain eligible for Federal payments as 
long as they remain in the school district following the transfer of the 
parent to other assignments upon military orders. 

Under the present law the children become ineligible as federally 
connected children the moment the parent is transferred out of the 
State or beyond reasonable commuting distance, and the school district 
must continue to educate them without any Federal assistance. The 
effect of this provision varies between school districts. However, the 
original impact was a direct result of Federal activity—amilitary or- 
ders—and the Federal responsibility should continue until such family 
is able to again join the parent at his place of new assignment and the 
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school district educating these children during this period of adjust- 
ment should continue to receive Federal assistance toward their edu- 
cational costs. That means under the terms of the law. If they live 
in private homes and their father is sent to Germany or some other 
foreign assignment or an assignment outside of commuting distance, 
they continue to be 3 (b) as long as they are there. I seen no other 
way to accept it and be reasonable. 

Muskogee County, Ga., serves as a glaring example of the inequity 
of the present legislation in this regard. In 1954-55 there were 1,058 
such children in this district who should not be counted as being fed- 
erally connected under Public Law 874. 

As I understand it, the installation there is one from which divisions 
are moved and then another division moves in. The greater amount 
of that that goes on, the larger the number of leftover pupils will be. 

Because these children could not be considered eligible, the district 
could not meet the 5-percent eligibility requirement under section 
4 (a) for this fiscal year even though there was a sizeable increase in 
the section 3 pupils. 

I will show you how that works. For instance, let’s just assume 
that that school had 5,00 pupils. Well, under section 4 (a) you must 
have a substantial increase in any one year to be eligible under 4 (a), 
You must have 5 percent of your non-Federal children. All right. 
If they lost that thousand pupils and their parents moved out, that 
reduces their base. They have got to gain that back before they start 
building on the 5 percent, which was above their previous year’s 80 (a), 
So that resulted in their not being able to qualify for the 4 (a) chil- 
dren. 

Section 4 (a) includes the new or section 3 pupils and the old type of 
section 4 (a) children, which were the result of working for a con- 
tractor on Federal contracts, and so forth. Thus, the school district 
was required to educate the increased section 3 (directly connected 
pupils) and the 1,058 children of military personnel who had been 
transferred without any Federal assistance whatsoever. 

3. Payments for the section 3 segment of the section 4 (a) children 
shall be made without regard to a qualifying percentage provided the 
applicant meets the other requirements under section 4 (a). And that 
other requirement is principally a showing of financial need. 

Since payments under section 3 are made on the average daily at- 
tendance of the previous year, Federal payments for the current 
increases in section 3 children must be claimed under section 4 (a). 
This section also includes other increases as a direct result of activities 
of the United States carried on either directly or through a contractor. 
That is a quotation from the law. So there are two types of children, 
here. 

The current qualifyi rcentage on this segment of 4 (a) pupils 
is not sedinaiet. Cortainly a it district should be paid a ae. 
tion 3 children the first year they are in attendance (current in- 
creases) provided a showing of need is made if payment is to be 
made for their second year’s attendance without a showing of need. 

And that is the position we are in under the law right now. The 
child can be here the first year and not get a payment for him, even 
though the district budget would show a distinct need. And the 
second year he is there, you get the payment whether the district 
is as rich as it may be, or not. 
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Beaufort, S. C., presents a good example of the present inequity 
which this amendment proposes to correct. During the 1954-55 fiscal 
year this school district had a total average daily attendance of 4,590 
pupils; 1,418 of these pupils were federally connected and 3,172 were 
not. federally connected. The 5-percent eligibility on the 3,172 (non- 
Federal) pupils required an increase of 159 pupils whereas the dis- 
trict showed an increase of 145 pupils and received no Federal pay- 
ment toward their educational cost. These 145 pupils were federally 
connected in the same fashion as the 1,418 were. Maybe their fathers 
might have worked side by side in the same plant, but one was an 
increase, and the other had been there the year before. And, of 
course, the school district will receive a Federal payment on them 
during the 1955-56 school year regardless of need. Yet they received 
no Federal payment on them during the first year of their attendance, 
even though need was evident. 

[ am certain any one as familiar with the school business as you 
gentlemen are know that the financial problem on a group of school 
children is less year after year. We followed that principle in our 
washout clause, section 4 (b) in the original act. We are proposing 


it even now; because the second or third year the child presents less 
of a financial problem, as compared with the first year. 

4. The present local contribution rate “floor” has been raised from 
“one-half the aggregate per capita cost in the applicant’s State dur- 
ing the second preceding fiscal year to the aggregate local contribution 
rate of all applicants in the Nation or the local contribution rate of 
the applicant itself both to be determined for the next preceding 


fiseal year. Provided, that the local contribution rate for any appli- 
cant shall not be greater than the aggregate per capita cost in the 
applicant’s State for the same year.” 

The reason for that being that we don’t feel like the Federal Gov- 
ernment should send into a State more money than the State is spend- 
ing on the education of the child. And there is quite a variation as 
between States; so we threw that safeguard, or, we might say, ceiling, 
on a floor, into our proposal. 

The local contribution rate is the payment made by the Federal Gov- 
ernment for a child whose parent both lives on and works on Federal 
property. This amendment is designed to achieve greater equity in 
Federal payments per child as between the applicants from different 
States. 

During the fiscal years 1950-51, 1951-52, and 1952-53 there was no 
floor provided in this legislation, while during the next three school 
years the present floor has been operative. 

There are generally 18 States which have each year fallen below the 
national aggregate local contribution rate. In 1952-53, prior to the 
enactment of the present floor, this rate for all the applicant schools 
in the Nation was $119.58. The rate for the schools in the low 18 
States was only $79.78, compared to a rate of $149.16 in the other 30 
States. Thus, we find the Federal Government paying only 66.7 per- 
cent of the national aggregate local contribution rate to the schools in 
18 States and 124.7 percent of this rate in the other 30 States. Cer- 
tainly, the Federal Government cannot justify this wide difference in 


meeting its responsibility to the federally connected children in the 
several States. 


786765—56——9 





120 ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 


In 1953-54, the first year following the enactment of the current 
floor, we find the national aggregate local contribution rate to be 
$140.06. The rate for the schools of these same 18 low States was in- 
creased to $103.01, compared to a rate of $166.25 found in the other 
30 States. 

However, I will remind you that the floor didnt’ help, or didn’t 
change those other 30 States from $149.16 to $166.25, because the floor 
didn’t apply to them. There might have been a few schools within 
the State that may have been helped, but not on a statewide basis. 

This increased the 18 States’ aggregate rate to 73 percent of that for 
the Nation, whereas the aggregate rate for the 30 high States was re- 
duced to 118.7 percent of the national rate. The current floor showed 
some improvement in eliminating inequities, but it seems obvious that 
further improvement should be made. 

In 1954-55, with the application of the floor under the proposed 
amendment, the aggregate local contribution rate for the schools in 
these 18 States would have been increased to $139.50, or 87.7 percent 
of the national rate for that year while the other 30 States would have 
remained the same, or 109 percent of this national rate. 

It brough those comparative relationships closer together. 

Thus, we find that this proposed amendment makes for greater 
equity of the Federal payments as between the schools in the several 
States. 

The local contribution rates quoted for 1953-54 and 1954-55 in these 
illustrations are calculated without having considered the phrase “de- 
termined without regard to this sentence * * *” found on line 23, 
page 10 of H. R. 10227. 

That phrase confused the school superintendents in studying that 
legislation. So I went back to the council and said, “What does this 
mean?” And I got this explanation: 

Since this phrase is designed to limit the national aggregate local 
contribution rate to that obtained without the increase due to the floor 
the national aggregate local contribution rate as well as that for the 
18 low states shown for these 2 years will be between $1 and $20 lower 
than that shown. Data was not available to me to make this correc- 
tion accurately. 

I am going back to talk just a moment about that phrase. For 
instance, let’s take Alabama as an illustration. Alabama’s actual low 
contribution rate was around $65 or $66-something. But the floor 
would raise them up to $130; they being one State that was limited 
by the per capita cost. All right. In figuring the national aggregate, 
the $65 would be used rather than the $130. And you can see what 
would happen if that were not in there. Each year you would pro- 
gressively get higher, a higher national aggregate, by virtue of using 
the floor influence or impact on the local contribution rate. So that 
is precluded by this one sentence, and therefore I couldn’t use it in 
my caleulations. 

Now, where I got the difference of from $1 to $20—the national 
aggregate local contribution rate the last year prior to the floor being 
in was $119. The first year after it went in, it was $140-plus. That is 
$20. Now, how much of that $20 was a result of increased local money 
and how much of it was a result of the floor effect, there is no way 
of knowing. But I did want to point out that these figures I have 
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given may be $20 high. They may be $10 high. But they are maxi- 
inum figures. 

Data available in the U. S. Commissioner’s Reports for 1952-53 
and 1953-54 also indicates that the inequity existing in local contribu- 
tion rate as pointed out is reflected in the educational program avail- 
able to the federally connected children in these two groups of States. 

In 1952-53 the national aggregate per capita cost in the 48 States 
was $233.79 of which the Federal payment per child amounted to 
51.2 percent or $119.58. At the same time, the aggregate per capita 
cost in the 18 low States—and these are the same 18 States used all the 
way through—was only $192.32 with the Federal Government provid- 
ing only 41.5 percent or $79.78 compared to a cost of $270.38 in the 
other 80 States of which the Federal Government provided 55.2 per- 
cent of $149.16 toward providing this better educational program. 

In 1953-54 this condition was slightly improved through the appli- 
cation of the current floor provision. We find in the 48 States the 
per capita cost was $237.43 and the Federal payment $140.06 per child 
or 59 percent of the total cost. For the 18 States the per capita cost 
was $195.43 with a Federal payment per child of $103.01 or 52.7 per- 
cent of the cost compared to a per capita cost of $269.36 and a Federai 
payment of $166.25 or 61.7 percent of the cost in the 30-State group. 
The need for an upward adjustment in the local contribution rate floor 
seems obvious if the present inequity of educational opportunity for 
the federally connected children is to be alleviated between the several 
States in the Nation. 

5. Children who reside in federally owned housing and who are 


eligible for Federal payment retain the same eligibility for a period of 
1 year following the fiscal year during which the Federal housing is 
disposed of either to private owners or municipal housing authorities. 

Under the present law these pupils must be dropped from the fed- 
erally connected pupil load on the day following the disposal of this 
property, whereas any local revenues either taxes or in lieu of taxes 
resulting from the new nr will not begin for a year or more. 


Also, due to the low valuation for tax purposes established by the 
usually low disposal price or the low-rental policy in connection with 
the operation of such property by municipal housing authorities 
neither the taxes or in lieu of taxes will come near to replacing the 
loss in Federal payments. Thus, the school district in which such 
housing is located should have the additional year during which to 
adjust its fiscal affairs to meet this change. 

In other words, if you will check the sale of most of these Federal 
housing projects, you will find that they are sold at a very small per- 
cent of the dollar value. And they maintain pretty strongly, the 
people who buy them do, that that is the value of the building. And 
therefore, the tax assessor must put them on the rolls at whatever the 
percentage of assessment is that is prevalent in that area, based on that 
low purchase. And actually, the competition in buying such property 
is rather nil, and the Government virtually gives it away. But that 
affects that. 

Mr. FrevincHuysen. I assume the new property is put on the tax 
rolls immediately, but you say taxes are not paid for a year or more, as 
a general rule ¢ 
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Mr. Rose. Well, there is no revenue. Some.States are 2 years be- 
hind in the revenue coming from new assessed i nh Some are a 
year behind. Weareayearbehind. But that is the general practice. 

Now, I have forgotten where this was, but in one State I believe 
the property was assessed in March, and there were negotiations under- 
way quite a while before March for one of these housing projects. All 
right. They just delayed consummating the deal until after that date 
came about, and of course they got another year of freedom before it 
became assessed. If it were assessed by March 15, then, if it is not 
changed, or if you don’t buy it until March 15, or in our State January 
1, if it is bought January 2 it doesn’t go on the tax rolls until a year 
from then. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. But what you are suggesting is that the Fed- 
eral Government should carry the seat wi because m local situation 
such as that, by saying that these payments should continue even 
though they are back on the tax rolls. 

Mr. Rosz. For 1 year only, is all I am suggesting in this. 

Mr. Fretincuvuysen. But actually, there is no responsibility for the 
Federal Government to make up for the loss of revenue that results 
from a local condition, the fact that the sale is not consummated until 
after the tax date. 

Mr. Rost. Well, I think it is quite general as between States that 
they have a date at which time property is assessed. I mean, real pro 
erty. And that it is not assessed weekly or monthly. And that will 
prevail in any State in the Nation, will it not? 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. But what I am trying to say is that if the 
Federal Government is standing in lieu of the local taxpayer, you 
would think it would be reasonable to say so long as property is on the 
tax rolls that the Federal Government need no longer stand in lieu of 
the local taxpayer by continuing payments. 

Mr. Rose. However, we have got to think in terms of this: that that 
many times represents a good big section or segment of the housing 

roperty within a school district. And of course if it were just a few 
10uses, a school district could assume it. But the Federal Government 
built it there to begin with. And I question whether it can discharge 
its responsibility by just giving it away, or by simply selling it. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Ti at is why I asked the general question 
whether as a general rule there is a lapse of at least a year before any 
taxes are paid on property on tax rolls. 

Mr. Rose. I think there certainly is. 

Mr. FrevrNcuvysen. You could certainly argue that the Federal 
Government should continue payment. 

Mr. Rosg. I think there is; sometimes 2 years. 

Mr. Upart. That is the question I wanted to ask. I know that is 
true asa general practice in tax assessment work in my own State, and 
I was wondering about what information the other superintendents 
could provide in other areas. 

For instance, if a new house is completed, or the equivalent new 
property comes into private ownership and should be placed on the 
rolls, normally your assessment procedures are not such that the prop- 
erty immediately goes on the roll, but your assessors make their 
rounds, and maybe they do not get around to that particular area 
to pick up the new property for 6 or 8 months. That in itself creates 
alag. I know that is true in my own State. 
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Mr. Rosz. That is right. 

Mr. Upaut. Is that true elsewhere ? 

Mr. Rosz. It isin Oklahoma, and I am sure it is in every State. 

Mr. Upatx. And it is not due to any laxity, but is rather due to the 
fact that your assessors have a limited staff, and they can only cover 
each area in a regular routine. 

Mr. Rose. That is right. 

Mr. FrELINGHUYsEN. It is not due to any laxity on the part of the 
Federal Government, either. There is of course a continuing re- 
sponsibility; I am not saying there is not. I was just wondering 
whether as a general rule that was so. 

Mr. Wier. Would it not also be true that when the Federal Gov- 
ernment or any agency of the Federal Government makes a transfer 
of property from Federal ownership to local or private ownership, 
that is not always announced? Many times that does not become 
public information for some little time after the transfer. I know 
we have had that continue in regard to Fort Snelling, where they 
have made some change in ownership of property, and it is a rumor 
to begin with, and your city officials, your taxing authority, do not 
verify that for a period of maybe 5 or 6 months later. Now, they 
discover that this is in the hands of the other agency. So next year we 
have to put that on the tax rolls. They do not move fast enough for 
the taxing authorities. I know of two cases. 

Mr. Freirncuvuysen. Of course, if there were a failure on the part 
of the local authorities to move fast enough to place it on the tax rolls, 
you would not expect the Federal Government to take over a financial 
responsibility as a result of that. 

Mr. Wier. No. And that is what they are complaining about, this 
so-called gap between the time that the ownership changes. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. Of course, that is true in any rapidly growing 
community. You have more expenses than you have revenues. 

Mr. Wier. As a matter of fact, your taxing authorities do not 
usually put on new projects until the first of the year, when they 
et these properties, and they are listed in your city assessor’s 
office. 

Mr. Rose. Again Stratford, Conn., serves as a glaring example in 
justification of this amendment. On September 30, 1954, this school 
district had 70 section 3 (@) pupils and 241 section 3 (b) pupils eli- 
minated from its federally connected pupil load through the disposal 
of Woodend Homes which was transferred to the town of Stratford. 
This loss in federally connected pupils, who still remained in the 
school district, resulted in the reduction in Federal funds from $105,- 
068.16 to $66,255.33 for a net revenue loss of $38,813.83 or 37 percent 
of the Federal assistance in 1955-56. At the same time there was no 
payment in lieu of taxes on this housing project either in 1954-55 or 
1955-56. 

Apparently that State has a 2-year lag. Because it was sold in 
September, naturally it missed the 1954-55 year. Now, the school 
district did get paid for the children in 1954-55, because they were 
paid on the previous year’s ADA. 

It is believed that the Federal Government has some responsibility 
in helping a school district adjust to such changes resulting from 
Federal activity. I am aware of the fact that this testimony has been 
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rather lengthy and has of necessity contained statistical information 
which may be a bit confusing without more study than is permitted 
at this time. However, I believe that because of the importance of 
these proposed amendments to the more than 5% million children 
affected by them, and because of the time which the members of this 
committee and other members of the Congress will spend in con- 
sideration of this legislation the factual information contained will 
prove valuable. I trust the committee will give these facts further 
study in its deliberations and if they prove valuable I will feel that 
the time in presentation has been worth while. 

In conclusion, I wish to thank the members of this committee for 
the privilege of appearing before you in behalf of the federally im- 
pacted school districts of America and the children whose educational 
opportunity depends upon continued Federal assistance. I shall be 
happy to try to answer any questions which the committee members 
may wish to ask. 

Mr. Perks. Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wier. I want to pick up this little colloquy we had just a min- 
ute ago, on the basis that you have had some experience with loss of 
revenue, because of the Federal Government or some of its agencies 
relinquishing or transferring Federal property from which you were 
benefitting to private or subdivision agencies of Government. 

I think you have said that they strike you off immediately upon that 
relinquishment or that transfer--the Department of Education does. 

Mr. Ross. Now, under Public Law 815, of course, they cease to be 
counted immediately. However, Public Law 815 protects the schoo] 
district in this regard: You are permitted to estimate your member- 
ship at the close of any period, like 1952, 1954, or 1956. And that 
becemes firm and final. Now, then, if you have made your estimate 
before this happens, of course you have protected yourself against 
it. But we will just take the period that we are in now, as far as 
Public Law 815 is concerned. If you had not filed your application 
until last December, then any housing project that had been disposed 
of prior to that, since July 1, 1952, would have been out the window, so 
tospeak. But if it had been transferred after you made your estimate, 
and had been accepted by the United States Office of Education, then 
of course it would not have affected you. 

Mr. Wier. That is what I was trying to get at. Then it is not true 
that when a transfer of a piece of Federal property is effectuated you 
are stricken from your entitlement immediately. 

Mr. Rose. Well, now, let’s go into the next year, though. 

Mr. Wier. I think you said the next day. 

Mr. Ross. What I said is that they cease to be federally connected 
children the next day. In other words, we have a series of cards in 
our school. Let’s say we had 400 children in the housing project. I do 
not have this in my own school, but I know of the practice. 

I have used the Stratford, Conn., case as a case in point here. An- 
other ove is the Windham Village in Ohio, I believe. There are several 
of them. I have heard them in meetings, and I selected this one not 
because it is an exaggerated case, but a very exemplary case. 

Mr. Wier. I i pe be very difficult for the silvia ites to 
clarify the bill by merely stating that under such circumstances of 
a transfer of property, the Department of Education would continue 





er = ew FF WH Hr Rl meme 


ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 125 


the payments to the end of the fiscal year, instead of cutting off. You 
probably have that money spent, or anticipatedly spent. 

Mr. Rosg. I tried to clarify the position in 815. In 874 it is this 
way. Youpay onthe previous year’s ADA. So let’s say in this school 
district here that the housing sold September 30, along in the first 
part of a school year. It didn’t affect that school year’s budget, ex- 
cept in one way. It meant that if they were going to try to qualify 
for the new inereases under section 4 (a), then they had to get that 
many more before they could qualify for the 5-percent increase. But 
it didn’t affect the payment on those children the previous year. It 
did keep them from being counted the remainder of that year in order 
that their following year’s budget would not also be affected. 

Mr. Wier. Well, let’s get back to the bill itself, or the two bills 
themselves, 874 and 815. They are not entirely predicated upon the 
loss of the revenue from property. They are predicated upon about 
a half a dozen other causes that are responsibilities of the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Rose. That is right. 

Mr. Wier. So that if a piece of property, or a housing project, was 
sold or given to a municipality, just that revenue is not the whole 
source Of your mcome. 

Mr. Rose. No. 

Mr. Wier. And it would not help you a lot, the new millage, from 
private—if it was not a subdivision of the Government it would mean 
nothing te you. But in the event it was sold to promoters in private 
industry, that millage from the property would not make or break you. 

Mr. Rose. But after it gets started it is just that much. And of 
course, what we are trying to do is bridge the gap when there is 
nothing coming in. We know that sooner or later we are stuck with 
the low and reduced revenue that comes from that type of housing. 
And frankly we as a school district feel that we have been imposed 
upon by even a big volume of that type of housing being built im the 
school district and left there. In many instances it was housing built 
during World War II and under an agreement to be dismantled upon 
the completion of the war. But very little of it has been dis’nantled. 
They simply change the title of it. And there they have foisted onto 
the community a great volume of housing that would not have been 
built at all in that volume and in that class range or tax return range 
at all. So we know we are stuck with that. But we would like to 
have a year at least to try to get an adjustment to where we could 
get ready for it. 

Mr. Wier. You mean catch your balance ? 

Mr. Rose. That is right. Now, there was a suggestion, really, that 
we should wash it out similar to what we did in old 4 (0), if you 
remember, where the first year you got a full payment, the second year 
three-fourths, the next year a half and the last year a fourth. And 
nobody has ever heard of anybody trying to bring that back into 
existence, because it did prove to be a mighty good way of adjusting 
from a bad situation to a better situation or allowing the district to 
adjust toit. So instead of doing that, we thought, well, 1 years in gen- 
eral is as much as we can oe because no State that I know of has 


more than a 2-year lag. So that is why we suggested that 1 additional 
year. 
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Mr. Upatu. Mr. Rose, were you present this morning when Con- 
gressman Pilcher from Georgia made a presentation ? 

Mr. Rose. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Upatxi. What is your candid impression of the case that he 
made out for a liberalization of the law? 

Mr. Rose. Before you came in I started my testimony by saying 
something about that, Mr. Udall. I think they have an excellent case, 
I have received a number of letters from Malden, Mo., where I believe 
Mr. Jones was from. It slipped my mind. Otherwise we would have 
had it in our program. 

There are so few in number that it did not make an impact on our 
thinking, but it is good and I did try to explain about the payment 
for 1 year and a half payment on the next. Those children cannot be 
counted under section 3, which requires that they work or live on, or 
both, on Federal property; but the first year that the installation was 
opened they were under 4a, and 4a provides a payment for 1 year and 
half of the next, and that is all. They were paid under that and were 
a Federal responsibility under section 4a, but not ever under section 3. 

Mr. Upauu. You find that to be the same kind of inequity? 

Mr. Rose. Definitely. I am sorry we didn’t mention it. 

Mr. Upauu. There was one other matter that occurred to me after 
our discussion this morning that I wanted to call to my colleagues’ 
attention. 

With most of these air installations, as was true with these nine 
flying schools about which the Congressman told us this morning, in 
practically all of these instances, they were Federal installations 
during World War II. They were built originally by the Govern- 
ment and the Federal Government owned the property and after the 
war ended and they were turned over to municipalities or counties in 
almost all of the deeds deeding them over to those States and local 
subdivisions, the Federal Government retained a reverter clause stat- 
ing that at any time they could recapture the property and take it 
back for use; so that, in one sense, the Federal Government still has a 
proprietary interest in this very property that we were discussing. 
I wanted that point to be in the record also. 

Mr. Perxtns. Mr, Frelinghuysen ? 

Mr. Fre.incuuysen. I would like to congratulate Mr. Rose, Mr. 
Chairman, on his very detailed and interesting testimony. am 
sorry that I did not arrive to hear it all, and I have certainly not 
digested it all. 

This may already have come out in the testimony, but I am won- 
dering what your views represent, Mr. Rose. I notice that you con- 
fine your comments sti to H. R. 10227. Is this a consensus of 
opinion as to what a reasonable extension of this legislation would 
be by the school papernbensente from federally impacted areas? 

Mr. Rose. I think the answer to that would be yes, insofaras you 
could Bay any opinion of some 2,800 people could be obtained. 

Mr. Frevincuvursen. You met in a body like that on a proposal 
now incorporated into this language? 

Mr. Rose. As I said, we have no organization as such. We do take 
a show of hands, but we have no organization, as I say. There were 
eEpremmstely, I guess, 800 poor in the two meetings at Atlantic 

ity, and I personally held, believe, six other meetings just trying 





all 


» a a, I 


¢ OW amas we Ses 


ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 127 


to get a consensus of opinion. I do know that there was no voiced 
opposition. 

Now, it is true that each of these points does not affect every school. 
Offhand, I think that my own school is affected by less than half of 
the 10. The one involving the increase from 45 to 70 and from 50 
to 70 would not affect my school on a current basis. It is true that I 
did get 45 percent on 1,770 children back during the 1950-52 period, 
but in the last 2-year periods my school qualified under 308 and re- 
ceived more than 70 percent. 

That section provides that the commissioner can set aside not to 
exceed 10 percent of any appropriation for the purpose of making 
grants for the non-Federal share, and this committee reinstated that 
in the last year, for some loss under section 308. 

That point does not apply to my school but, if a school cannot 
qualify under 308, then 45 percent and 50 percent just will not house 
the Federal children unless they have no non-Federal impact, so 
that I would say that this is the consensus of the school men who 
have taken an opportunity to express themselves concerning what 
ought to be done with the legislation. 

Mr. Fretincuvysen. There were no major differences of opinion 
with the recommendations that you have made here as to the proposed 
changes ? 

Mr. Ross. No. 

Mr. FretincuuyseNn. Generally speaking, has the legislation 
worked well, with the exceptions? I recognize those. 

Mr. Rose. Yes. I think it is one of the finest pieces of legislation. 
There is no question about it being the best education legislation passed 
nationally. It has helped more schools and more children. 

We want to think in terms of the fact that it not only helps the 
children federally affected, but it helps the other children in the dis- 
trict in that they would have to give up some of their advatnages if 
this segment were not assisted by the Federal Government. 

We do not segregate them in the system so that what help is given 
accrues to the more normal program for those not federally con- 
nected. 

Mr. Frectncuuysen. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 
I want to congratulate Mr. Rose on his valuable testimony. 

Mr. Wier. I want to ask Mr. Rose one more question. 

That has to do with the majority of your schools in this area. I 
think, as I gathered from our hearings from year to year, that the most 
objectionable feature of the present act is the 3 percent. 

Mr. Ross. That affects every school in the Nation. That is the 
reason why it is the most important. 

Mr. Wrer. I have in mind the elimination of that. I notice that 
many of our bills refer to the elimination of that 3 percent. 

Mr. Ross. I would like to submit one other bit of information, per- 
haps tomorrow. I have made a survey of schools. I correspond 
with about 600 school superintendents. They send me stamped en- 
velopes and I file them away. When I want to write to them I pull 
out a set of envelopes and send them. 

On March 31 I sent out a letter with a questionnaire. I have not 
had time to tabulate it. It asks them to answer “yes” or “no” on each 
of the five amendments under each change, as to whether it affects 
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their school or not and, if so, to estimate the dollar value of its effect 
in each case. 

I would say that I have received about 125 of those back, but I 
have not had time to tabulate them since the 31st of March. I even 
received one today in the mail in Washington. 

I would like to see just how many of the schools are affected by 
each one. Every one of them, of course, lists 3 percent absorption 
because it affects every school. 

I would like to submit that later. 

Mr. Perkins. You can give that to the clerk of the committee any 
time that you have it available. 

Mr. Rosse. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


Hon. Cart D. PERKINS, 
Chairman, Education and Labor Subcommittee, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Perkins: In connection with my testimony before your committee on 
April 10 I stated that I had mailed a survey blank to some 600 superintendents of 
schools in federally impacted areas and would tabulate this data as soon as it 
was received. I am herewith submitting this tabulation for the record together 
with some comments concerning it. 

In making this survey the following form was used in connection with the 
attached proposals by school administrators under Public Law 815 and Public 
Law 874: 

School Superintendent 

Answer the following two questions for each proposed item under Public Law 
874 and Public Law 815 shown by the inclosures: 

1. Will your school be affected by this proposal? (Answer “Yes” or “No.”) 
2. Give estimated monetary loss if not adopted. 


APRIL 21, 1956. 





Public Law 874 Public Law 815 
Your 1955-56 application No.-... 





No. 1 























1 See attached sheet for explanation of each item proposed. 


The figures filled in in this form represent the total tabulation of the informa- 
tion received from the 136 forms returned. The following statements will serve 
to help in evaluating this data. 

1. The 136 returns were received from 34 different States. 

2. While this 136 applicants represents only 5 percent of the 2,683 eligible 
applicants under Public Law 874 during the 1954-55 school year, they received 
23 percent of the Federal funds disbursed under section 3 for that fiscal year. 
Thus, they represent the most heavily impacted areas. 

3. It is reasonable to suspect that since only 136 applicants returned this ques- 
tionnaire, the other 464 of the 600 to whom it was sent were not affected to any 
serious degree and thus the cost of these amendments will not be excessive. 

4. Since the object of Public Law 874 and Public Law 815 is to provide financial 
assistance to school districts because of the Federal impact, it would seem that 
the most heavily impacted districts are entitled to the adjustments provided by 
the amendments proposed in H. R. 10227 in view of the modest cost indicated by 
the survey. 

5. It will be noted that all applicants are affected by the absorption in Public 
Law 874 and which this amendment eliminates. Since the five amendments 
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offered by the school administrators through H. R. 10227 mainly affect the mest 
heavily impacted schools. It is reasonable to expect that the total cost indieated 
in this survey will not be materially increased in those areas of only slight impact. 

6. The cost shown under Public Law 874 is for only 1 year while the cost shown 
under Publie Law 815 is for the 2-year extension period. In neither act should 
the percentage of schools affected under these ditferent items, other than item 
No. 1, be 48 great as this group of most heavily impacted schools. 

Very respectfully, 
Oscar V. Rose, Superintendent. 


MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION ASSISTANCE PROPOSALS BY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS, 
REVISED Marcu 31, 1956 


S. 3525 introduced by Senators Murray, of Montana, and Styles Bridges, of 
New Hampshire, and H. R. 10227 introduced by Mr. Perkins, of Kentucky, 
which are identical bills extending Public Law 874 for a period of 2 years also 
propose eliminated amendments to achieve the following objectives : 

1. The 3-percent absorption for the 1956-57 fiscal year and the 2 years of 
ertension—ain the present law a school district is not paid for a number of 
federally connected children equaling 3 percent of the non-Federal pupils in 
average daily attendance. (This change affects all applicants and you should 
be certain that your Congressman receives the exact eifect that this feature in 
the present legislation will have on your school if not eliminated.) 

2. Children of mititary personnel who have been sent to Federal installations 
on military orders remain eligible for the same payments following the transfer 
of the parent to other assignments upon military orders as long as they remain 
in the school district—Under the present law the children become ineligible 
the moment the parent is transferred out of the State or beyond a reasonable 
commuting distance, and the school district must continue to educate them 
without any Federal assistance. (This affect varies between school districts. 
However, the original impact was a direct result of Federal activity (military 
orders) and the k‘ederal responsibility should continue until such family is able 
to again join the parent at the place of new assignment and the school district 
educating these children during this period of adjustment should continue to 
receive Federal assistance toward their educational cost. ) 

3. Payments for the section 3 segment of the section 4a children shall be made 
without regard to a qualifying percentage provided the applicant meets the other 
requirements under section 4a.—Since payments under section 3 are made on the 
average daily attendance of the previous year Federal payments for the- current 
increase in section 3 children must be claimed under section 4a. This section 
also includes other increases as a direct result of activities of the United States 
carried on either directly or through a contractor. The current qualifying 
percentage on this segment of 4a pupils is not eliminated. Certainly a school 
district should be paid on a section 3 child the first year he is in attendance 
(current increases) provided a showing of need is met if payment is to be made 
for his second year’s attendance without a showing of need as in the current law. 

4. The present local contribution rate “floor” has been raised from “one-half 
the per capita cost for the second preceding fiscal year of the State in which 
the school is located” to “the aggregate local contribution rate of all applicants 
in the Nation or the local contribution rate of the applicant itself either to be 
determined for the next preceding fiscal year. Provided that the local contri- 
bution rate of any applicant shall not be greater than the per capita cost during 
the same year of the State in which the applicant is located.”—The LCR is the 
payment made by the Federal Government for a child whose parents both live 
on and work on Federal property. (This amendment is designed to achieve 
greater equity of Federal payments per child as between the applicants from 
different States. During the fiscal 1955 the LCR (payments per child) in this 
regard ranged from $69.09 to $246.73. Had this amendment been in effect the 
range would have been approximately from $136.09 to $246.73. It would seem 
that this improvement would allow the Federal Government to assume its 
responsibility for the education of children in Federal impact areas on a more 
nearly equitable basis than that achieved under the current law.) — 

5. Children who reside in federally owned housing and who are eligible for 
Federal payment retain the same eligibility for a period of 1 year following the 
fiscal year during which the Federal housing was disposed of either to private 
owners or municipal housing authorities —The present law results in these pupils 
becoming ineligible for Federal assistance the day following the disposal of 
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this property, whereas, any payment either tax or in lieu of tax resulting from 
the new ownership will ordinarily not begin for a year or more. 

S. 3526 introduced by Senator Murray, of Montana, and H. R. 10227 introducea 
by Mr. Perkins, of Kentucky, which are identical bills extending Public Law 
815 for a period of 2 years also propose amendments to achieve the following 
objectives : 

1. The non-Federal pupil growth requirement in the present law has been 
reduced from 10 percent during a 2-year period to 6 percent during a 2-year 
period.—Under the present law an applicant is charged with a 10-percent increase 
in non-Federal pupils during a 2-year period and the number of pupils short 
of this requirement is deducted from the increase in Federal pupils to which 
the applicant is entitled. (Since the normal pupil growth nationally is approxi- 
mately 3 percent per year or 6 percent for a 2-year period, it is believed that 
applicants should be charged only this normal non-Federal growth. Otherwise 
the Federal impact schools are required to assume a part of the Federal respon- 
sibility from the already overtaxed local funds available. ) 

2. The requirement of “Presidential determination” under section 305 (a) (38) 
has been eliminated.—Experience has shown that this requirement presents 
insurmountable problems of coordination between agencies foreign to education 
and the principles of Public Law 815. It has served to discourage many legiti- 
mate applicants under this section, to unduly delay others, and in general to 
defeat the principles of this section. Other requirements and safeguards in this 
section are ample to protect the interests of the Federal Government. 

3. Federally owned housing is continued as Federal property for the purpose 
of eligibility under this act following its disposal to either private owners or 
municipal housing authorities—During the past 6 years the Federal Govern- 
ment has provided assistance for construction of school facilities for the children 
in such housing under Public Law 815. The previous extensions of this act and 
the current 2-year extension under consideration provide Federal assistance 
only for the increase in Federal pupils during each 2-year period over the 
federally connected pupils at the close of the previous 2-year period. If such 
housing is not retained as Federal property, the loss of eligible pupils residing 
therein will cancel a like number of the legitimate increase in federally connected 
pupils for the following periods of extension and prevent the Federal Govern- 
ment from assuming its continued and accepted responsibility. Thus, the 
Federal Government would be recovering the school facilities previously con- 
structed because of such federally owned housing to be used to apply toward 
meeting its responsibility for future federally connected increases. 

4. The payment for children under section 305 (a) (2) has been increased 
from 50 percent of the cost of minimum facilities to 70 percent of the cost of 
minimum facilities and the payment for children under section 305 (a) (8) has 
been increased from 45 percent of the cost of minimum facilities to 70 percent 
of the cost of minimum facilities —The Federal activity schools have generally 
experienced a more than normal interest in nonfederally connected children 
for which is must provide 100 percent of the cost of minimum facilities. In view 
of this it has become progressively more difficult during each 2-year period for the 
applicant to provide, in addition to this normal local responsibility, the addi- 
tional 50 percent and 55 percent of the cost for providing facilities for these 
children. Therefore, if facilities are to be provided for the continued Federal 
impact, a greater share of the cost will need to be provided by the Federal 
Government. 

5. The eligibility has been reinstated for the federally connected children 
tinder this act which have been previously established by application during the 
past 6 years and for which no payment or only a partial payment has been made, 

rovided: 


(a) These children are still in the school district and still federally con- 
nected under the terms of the act. 
(b) The total federally connected pupils represent 20 percent of the total 
pupil load at the time application is filed under this amendment. 
(c) The school district is making the maximum tax effort under State law. 
(d) The Federal responsibility for such children is limited to the number 
of unhoused pupils at the time application is filed under this amendment. 
During the past 6 years many applicants have received no payment or only a 
partial payment for federally connected children under the terms of this act and, 
thus, the Federal Government has not discharged its responsibility to these 
school districts. The objective of this amendment is to take a “current look” 
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at the present federally connected pupil load, the previous Federal payments, 
the unhoused pupils, and the present financial ability of the applicant in an 
effort to provide minimum school facilities for the federally connected pupils. 

Mr. Perxtns. I, too, wish to compliment you for assisting this com- 
mittee in writing this legislation over a period of years. Your 
views have been very helpful. We realize and appreciate your con- 
tribution as much as the school superintendents over the Nation 
appreciate your contribution. 


Mr. Ross. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Perktns. I am glad that you are here helping us with this 
legislation. 

Next is Professor Eater, superintendent of schools in Rantoul, Tl. 

Will you give the stenographer your name for the record? 


STATEMENT OF J. W. EATER, SUPERINTENDENT OF RANTOUL CITY 
SCHOOLS, RANTOUL, ILL. 


Mr. Eater. I am J. W. Eater, superintendent of schools in Rantoul, 
Ill. 

Mr. Perkins. If any of you gentlemen wish to summarize your 
testimony and put your statement in the record, that will be fine; or 
you may proceed and read your testimony. 

Mr. Eater. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I ap- 
preciate the opportunity to present my testimony on Public Laws 815 
and 874, as amended, which authorize Federal assistance to heal 
educationas agencies in federally affected areas. In the main my 
remarks will pertain to financial burdens created by Federal impaet 
in the Rantoul city schools and other federally affected areas im 
Illinois. 


NEED FOR EXTENSION OF PUBLIC LAWS 874 AND 815 


During the first year of Public Law 874, 1950-51, 45 applicant 
schools had a net entitlement-of $913,204.47 as compared to 78 apphi- 
cant schools in 1954-55, with a net entitlement of $1,703,691 or 6.3 
percent of the total current expenditures of these local educational 
agencies. 

Mr. Rose made the pe try on a national basis a while ago, stating 
the 6 percent. I thought it quite interesting to see how 1 State 
out of the 48 stays fairly constant to the average that he has, 

In the State of Illinois in these applicant districts, we have-16 
percent impaction. 16 percent of those schools have federally con- 
nected children. 

In 1955-56, the current school year, 88 schools have applied but 
the total entitlement is not known at present, because of the need for 
final reports which will be due at the end of this fiscal year. These 
facts indicate the increase. of 48 eligible districts, from 1950-51 to 
1955-56, with an increased net entitlement of approximately $800,000 
during the 6-year period. 

In entant city schools, district 137, due to the expansion and 
defense activities of Chanute Air Force Base, the number of eligible 
pupils under the appropriate section of Public Law 874 has increased 
from 785 in average daily attendance to 1,514 in average daily at- 
tendance, or the number has approximately doubled during the 6-year 
period. During a recent conference with Brig. Gen. Augustus 





132 ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 


Minton, commanding general of Chanute Air Force Base, one would 
conclude that the increase in the civilian and military personnel 
requirements, due to the jet engine and missile programs and the 
staffing of a new 300-bed hospital, will be much greater during the 
next 2 or 3 years than during other previous like periods, These in- 
creases along with the normal e-to-grade move-up of pupils will 
increase the eligible pupils in the Rantoul city schools to an estimated 
2,000 or a gain of 500 pupils during that 2- or 3-vear period. 

Other Federal installations in Tllinois, such as Scott Air Force Base, 
Great Lakes Naval Training Center, Joliet Arsenal and 39 other 
Federal properties will experience somewhat similar proportional in- 
crease resulting in an additional financial burden on the school dis- 
tricts in those areas. 

These facts point to the conclusion that not only should Public 
Laws 874 and 815 be extended for a period of 2 years, but the appro- 
priation of funds must be made greater accordingly. 


NEED FOR AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAWS 874 AND 815 


Most school administrators in federally affected areas have made 
applications and received funds under the terms of Public Laws 874 
and 815 under the original provisions as passed by the 8ist Congress, 
and under the terms as amended by both sessions of the 83d and the 
first session of the 84th Congress. In other words, they have 6 years 
experience with these laws in regard to the financial burdens in their 
schools and how applicable they have been to their own situations. 

It is true that a law cannot be passed that will solve every financial 
problem for every school in all the States, but, it is also true that when 
inequalities seem to exist and specific problems arise in local areas, 
consideration must be given to the facts. This consideration was 
given through open discussion by school administrators in several 
regional meetings in sections of the United States and also in two 
meetings during the AASA convention in Atlantic City. As a result 
of these meetings, 10 proposals which seemed to apply generally to the 
benefit of most applicants were formulated by the school admin- 
istrators. 

Five of these proposals and the extension of Public Law 874 for a 
oo of 2 years were included in S. 3525 and introduced by Senator 

urray of Montana. The five proposals for amendments of Public 
Law 815 and its extension for 2 years was included in S. 3526 and 
introduced by Senator Bridges of New Hampshire. 

Mr. Perkins of Kentucky introduced H. R. 10227 which includes the 
same proposals as the Senate bills including the extension of both 
laws for a 2-year period. 


PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 874 


1. The 3-percent absorption is eliminated for 1956-57 fiscal year and 
the 2 years of extension. Under the present law, a school district is 
not paid for a number of federally connected children equal to 3 percent 
of the non-Federal pupils in average daily attendance. 

As the result of a survey of 78 applicant districts in Illinois, if the 


3 percent absorption would have been applied the following facts are 
revealed : 
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(a) Understanding that it was not applied under the terms of 
the law, if it had been, 10 districts would have been eliminated from 
any entitlements for a loss of $73,054.45. The applicant districts are: 


Forrest Park No. 91, Cook County $7, 369. 95 
Maywood Blementary No. 89, Cook County 13, 233. 70 
Park Forrest Elementary No. 173, Cook County 2, 557. 83 
Zion-Benton High School No. 126, Lake County...- A 2, 790. 36 
Gibson City Commercial Unit No. 1, Ford County 

Herscher Commercial Unit No. 2, Kankakee County 

Colona District No. 190, Henry County 
Champaign County Unit No. 4, Champaign County 12, 324. 09 
Urbana Public School No. 116, Champaign County 13, 075. 23 
Bellville Township High School, St. Clair County 13, 985. 34 

















Total 73, 054. 45 

(b) All 78 districts would have had a total loss of $377,436.38. 

(c) The total net entitlement for 1954-55 was $1,703,691 so the 3 
percent absorption would have equaled a loss of 22 percent. 

2. Children of military personnel who have been sent to Federal 
installations on military orders remain eligible for the same payments 
following the transfer of the parent to other assignments upon military 
orders so long as they remain in the school district. The impact should 
continue to be a Federal responsibility and payments should be made 
to the local district educating the pupils. 

In checking with some of the applicant schools in Illinois, and sur- 
veying the Rantoul city schools, this provision would affect the status 
of approximately 200 students or a loss of $5,000. Other administra- 
tors from other States will present testimony which will indicate a 
more urgent need for this proposal. 

3. Payments for the section 3 type children counted under section 4a 
shall be made without regard to a qualifying percentage provided 
the applicant meets the other requirements under section 4a. 

Since payments under section 3 are made on the average daily 
attendance of the previous year, Federal payments for the current 
increases in section 3 must be claimed under section 4a. Many schools 
in Illinois will benefit from this change due to the expansion of de- 
fense activities previously mentioned. 

4. The present local contribution rate “floor” has been raised from 
“one-half of the per capita cost for the second preceding fiscal year 
of the State in which the school is located” to “the aggregate local 
contribution of all applicants in the Nation or the local contribu- 
tion rate of the applicant itself either to be determined for the 
next preceding fiscal year, provided that the local contribution rate 
of any applicant shall not be greater than the per capita cost during 
the same year of the State in which the applicant is located.” 

This amendment does not apply to Tinois but I feel that this 
would be more equitable for the children in federally impacted areas 
in several States, so, therefore, I support it. 

5. Children who reside in federally owned housing and who are 
eligible for Federal payment retain the same eligibility for a period of 
1 year following the fiscal year during which the Federal housing was 
disposed of either to private owners or municipal housing authorities. 
The present law results in these pupils becoming ineligible for Federal 
assistance the day following the disposal of this property, whereas, 
any payment either tax or in lieu of tax resulting from the new owner- 
ship will ordinarily not begin for a year or more. 
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Incidentally, it is a 2-year situation in Illinois. 

There are 8 federally owned housing projects in Illinois that could 
be sold, but so far only 1 has been. It is at Hanover, Ill., known as 
Craig Manor No. 11031, involving 100 homes and some 106 children. 
However, the above amendment would protect the other schools edu- 
cating the pupils from the remaining 7 projects if the housing were 
disposed of, and no one at this point knows what housing would be 
disposed of. That is just undeterminable at this time. 


PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 815 AS AMENDED 


1. The present law requirement of 10 percent growth of non-Fed- 
eral caipils for a 2-year period has been reduced to 6 percent for a 
2-year period. Actually, under the present law, a local federally im- 
pacted district is required to build facilities for a portion of the Fed- 
eral impact with local funds which in many cases is insufficient. to 
meet the non-Federal load. This amendment would benefit applicant 
districts like Rantoul, Mascoutah, and North Chicago, where the per- 
cent of Federal pu ils is large, in fact many times the non-Federal. 

For example in toul, 87 percent of the pupils are federally con- 
nected and 13 percent are non-Federal. Under the present law an 
equal number of pupils less than the 10 percent growth requirement is 
deducted from the eligible Federal pupils. 

2. The requirement of “presidential determination” under section 
305 (a) (8) has been eliminated. Experience has shown that this re- 
quirement presents insurmountable problems of coordination between 
agencies foreign to education and the principles of Public Law 815. 
It has served to discourage many legitimate applicants under this 
section, to unduly delay others, and in general to defeat the principles 
of this section. Other requirements and safeguards in this section are 
ample to protect the interests of the Federal Government. 

o. 3 is about the same as has been presented. 

3. Federally owned housing is continued as Federal property for 
the purpose of eligibility under this act following its disposal to either 
private owners or municipal housing authorities. During the past 
6 years the Federal Government has provided assistance for construc- 
tion of school facilities for the children in such housing under Public 
Law 815. The previous extensions of this act, and the current 2-year 
extension under consideration, provide Federal Assistance only for 
the increase in Federal pupils during each 2-year period over the 
federally connected pupils at the close of the previous 2-year period. 
If such housing is not retained as Federal property, the loss of eligible 
pupils residing therein will cancel a like number of the legitimate in- 
crease of federally connected pupils for the ensuing periods of exten- 
sion and prevent the Federal eae from assuming its con- 
tinued and accepted responsibility. Thus, the Federal Government 
would be recovering the school facilities previously constructed, be- 
cause of such federally owned housing, to be used to apply toward 
meeting its responsibility for future federally connected increases. 

This, at present, is not a serious problem in Illinois, but could be if 
any of the seven Federal housing projects would be disposed of in the 
future 2-year period. Several local agencies in other States are cur- 
rently facing this problem and do need protection. 

Payments are essentially the same here as presented by Mr. Rose. 
The payment for children under section 305 (a) (2) has been increased 
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from 50 percent of the cost of minimum facilities to 70 percent of the 
cost of minimum facilities and the payment for children under sec- 
tion 805 (a) (3) has been acbeuned from 45 percent of the cost of 
minimum facilities to 70 percent of the cost of minimum facilities. 
The Federal activity schools have generally experienced a more than 
normal increase in nonfederally connected children for which it must 
provide 100 percent of the cost of minimum facilities. In view of 
this it has become progressively more difficult during each 2-year pe- 
riod for the applicant to provide, in addition to this normal local 
responsibility, the additional 50 percent and 55 percent of the cost. for 
providing facilities for these children. Therefore, if facilities are 
to be provided for the continued Federal impact, a greater share of 
the cost will need to be provided by the Federal Government. 

This amendment is important and necessary for most all districts 
in federally affected areas in Illinois. 

The No. 5 amendments under Public Law 815 will be presented by 
my good friend, Mr. Simmons, from Romulus, Mich., and others to 
whom that amendment more specifically applies than to the schools 
in Illinois. 

I thank you again for the opportunity to present some facts about 
the Rantoul city schools and other schools in Illinois and urge your 
careful consideration of the above proposed amendments to Public 
Laws 874 and 815 and the extension of these needed laws for a period 
of 2 years. 

Mr. Perxins. Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wier. Mr, Eater, I notice that you are superintendent of the 
Rantoul district schools? 

Mr. Eater. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wrer. But you cover the whole State of Illinois in this report. 
You make reference to other districts. Where did you get all of this 
information about all of the federally impacted school districts in the 
State? 

Mr. Earer. When this report was made on the 3 percent absorption, 
I obtained the information for the summary from the State agency, 
the State Department. I was actually able to get the figures with 
their assistance to tabulate them as I have done here on every district, 
running the information across the page. 

Mr. Wier. In other words, the information that you are giving us 
today insofar as it applies to the State of Illinois you gathered from 
your State Commission of Education ? 

Mr. Eater. That is right, and in some instances I called the districts 
involved and asked them. I checked this Hanover situation and I also 
talked to the regional office of the office of education in Chicago and 
on some of these specific cases I wanted to call or write to the super- 
intendent of that school to get the information; so that, in some in- 
stances, then, I contacted the superintendent and in other cases I 
went through the State Department. 

Mr. Wier. I have one more question. 

I note that you cite the figures of the percentages of federally im- 
pacted schools and nonfederally impacted schools. Is Rantoul an 
independent system ? 

Mr. Eater. Yes. We have an elementary and high school in sepa- 
rate districts. Iam speaking of the elementary. 
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Mr. Wier. I note that you say that 87.5 percent of your student 
body comes off of Federal projects. 

Mr. Eater. They either live on, work on, or live off and work on, 

Mr. Wier. And only 13 percent are not covered by federally im- 
pacted legislation, is that correct ? 

Mr. Earer. And of that 13 percent, their parents are serving the 
other people because there is no industry m Rantoul. The people 
either work on Chanute Air Force Base or in filling stations, or they 
are lawyers and doctors giving service to those actually working on 
the base. I am talking about the military and civil service. 

Mr. Wier. I am talene about the total enrollment of your schools 
in Rantoul. 

Mr. Eater. That is right. 

Mr. Wier. Apparently Chanute Field is responsible for 87.5 pangent 
of the students enrolled in your public schools, is that correct ? 

Mr. Eater. That is correct. fren state this: that the funds re- 
ceived in Rantoul schools under the terms of Public Law 874 consti- 
tute 50 percent of our operating gs por 

Mr. Wier. As a result of this 8/-percent enrollment, how many 
schools have you been able to construct in the last 6 years? 

Mr. Eater. We have constructed three. 

Mr. Wier. With Federal aid? 

Mr. Eater. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. Let us say classrooms. 

Mr. Eater. If we would say it on a classroom basis, we would 
have 50 and 24, which would be 74, and we are currently constructing 
12 more, all Federal with the exception of what local money we have 
put in as we could. 

Mr. Wier. These figures strike me as being probably as severe 
an impact as I have seen any place except on an out-and-out military 
base. 

Mr. Eater. It certainly is true as far as Illinois is concerned. I 
do not know about the other schools in other States. 

Mr. Wier. You must rank highest in impact in the State of Illinois. 

Mr. Eater. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. Wier. I am almost of the belief that the Government should 
pay 87 percent of the cost of your whole school operation. 

Mr. Eater. That would be true, but the State of Illinois comes 
in to help, the State funds through the State aid come in to pick up 
the difference. In fact, the figures run about 50 percent Federal, 35 
percent State, and about 15 percent local. 

Mr. Wier. Let me get the answer to that in another way. 

Of the total 100 percent of your enrollment in the public schools 
in Rantoul, 87 percent of them are the result of Federal impact. 
What percent of your construction costs or your maintenance costs 
do you get for this 87 percent ? 

Mr. Eater. We get 50 percent of the maintenance and operating 
expense from the Federal. 

r. Wier. Fifty percent of the operation of your schools? 

Mr. Eater. The operating costs of the school comes from the 
Federal. 

Mr. Wier. You are getting 50 percent for the 87 percent? 

Mr. Eater. That is right. 
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Mr. Wier. You are doing better than a lot of the schools that I 
know, such as the schools in my own district. Did we not have the 
figure this morning that the revenue to some of the schools with 
Federal impact was about 6 percent from the Federal Government? 

Mr. Perxins. Mr. Rose mentioned that. 

Mr. Eater. That was the national average. If you will take all 
of the impacted schools in Dlinois, you will find that the Federal 
funds constitute 6.3 percent, but their average percent of impaction 
for the State is 16 percent. 

Mr. Wier. If they closed Chanute Field you would have a lot of 
classrooms. 

Mr. Eater. That is right, and they would have a lot of buildings 
to deal out, too, you know. There are $9 million worth in the 
installation. 

Mr. Wrer. I have no fear of that because Chanute Field is the area 
head office. 

Mr. Perxtns. Thank you very much for your testimony. 

Mr. Simmons and Mr. Brableo, will you come forward ? 

Professor Simmons, will you proceed to identify yourself in the 
way that you have arranged for you two gentlemen to testify? 


STATEMENTS OF WILLIAM SIMMONS, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
SCHOOLS, ROMULUS, MICH.; AND CARL BRABLEC, SUPERINTEND- 
ENT OF SCHOOLS, ROSEVILLE, MICH. 


Mr. Srmons. I am William Simmons, superintendent of schools 
in Romulus, Mich., in the metropolitan area just south of Detroit, 
Mich. 

This gentleman who is going to work with me on a part of the testi- 
mony is Carl Brablec, who is the superintendent of schools in an 
area just north of Detroit, in the heavily populated area of the State 
of Michigan. 

Mr. Perxtns. Do you prefer to read your statement ? 

Mr. Suumons. I am going to read some of it. 

Mr. Perkrns. You may put your statement in the record as though 
you read it all. 

Mr. Stamons. Very well. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I appreciate this 
opportunity to testify before your committee regarding Public Laws 
815 and 874. These two laws have been operative in Michigan since 
1951. 

It is the considered judgment of the schoolmen in federally affected 
school districts that certain inequities have existed in these laws since 
their inception. These inequities are not items that require 6 more 
years of study, nor are they items of such minor importance that 
direct corrective action can be postponed indefinitely. Federally 
affected school districts need the relief the amendments in House bill 
10227 offers. 

With the permission of the committee, I would like to indicate the 
strong convictions of Michigan schoolmen toward the amendments 
now before the committee. I will give major attention to a discussion 
of Public Law 815 with emphasis on section 305 (2) 3 and the amend- 
ment pertaining to retroactive payments for eligible pupils under 
section 305 (a) 2 and (a) 3. 
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GROWTH REQUIREMENTS 


It is our belief that the percentage growth requirements should be 
reduced from 5 percent each year to 3 percent each year. It is a 
matter of record that the national average is much nearer to 3 percent 
than to 5 percent. Any deviation from the national average adds to 
burden of the federally affected school district. 

I would like to talk about the presidential determination under 
section 305 (a) 3. 

Under Public Law 246, section 202 (c) of the original law was 
amended by title ITI, section 305 (a) 3. This amendment made this 
section of the law almest completely inoperative by requiring a presi- 
dential declaration to the effect that a school district was partly or 
wholly situated within a so-called “critical” area. 

I should say here that this 305 (a) 3 group is actually a group of 
school districts that have been impacted by in-migrant pupils, the 
sons and daughters of people working in defense plants. 

This requirement actually delayed the processing of applications 
for as much as 9 months. The fact of the case must be recited to 
show the ineffectiveness of this requirement. Actually it delayed 
construction for as much as 15 months in a great many instances. 

Under Public Law 246 applications under this section of the law 
were filed by December 1953. - The Office of Education received. the 
applications and held them pending a presidential order. This order 
did not come forward until March. ' It took until, I think it was the 
26th of March, to make this presidential finding. The presidential 
order designated three agencies to make the presidential finding. 
These agencies were the Office of Defense Mobilization, the Depart- 
ment of Labor, and the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare. The first two agencies were not familiar with the requirements 
of the law, and they did not have sufficient staff nor funds to prosecute 
the assignments. The Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare could not act without the findings of the other two departments. 
Late in May 1954, the necessary information was forwarded to the 
Office of Education permitting the processing of the applications. 
They felt that they needed funds to pursue this particular part of their 
project and there was all kinds of delay to get this thing set up. 

In the meantime, the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare had processed as far as they could go without the declaration, 
Finally, on May 21, they did come through with the first declaration. 
That affected our area in Michigan. We were the first area declared 
as a critical area. 

This was done by school district so that you can imagine the prob- 
lems that the Department of Labor had to face after they were given 
a list of defense contracts by the Office of Defense Mobilization. 

This could be verified in the Office of Education, but I understand 
that right at the present time under that same section of the act we 
still have some districts under the current law who are waiting for 
action by the Department of Labor to clear that information so that 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare can go ahead and 
finish the processing of these applications. It has caused a tremend- 
ous amount of delay. Actually, on the basis of the number of pupils 
who were finally declared eligible, some 29,276 children just stood 
by for just about 15 months. 
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In my own case we had filed an application under this particular 
law in November 1953. We went through the waiting stage. We 
were surveyed by the Office of Education, all of that work was com- 
pleted, and we finally received our entitlement on June 29, 1954; with, 
of course, the accompanying delays that you would expect. There is 
a 45-day period in which we have to take certain action. Then you 
have the completion of the plans under that project and so you were 
already into a winter building season and had to lay off building and 
could not go on until the following spring so that actually there was 
about 18 month delay in processing and getting under way because 
of this Presidential declaration. Construction was held up for one 
full year while 29,276 boys and girls were on half-day sessions. 

Under the original law, these findings were made by the Office of 
Education and applications were processed without delay. The clause 
requiring the presidential declaration adds nothing to the law other 
than needless delay and expense, and it is our hope that this commit- 
tee will recommend the deletion of this clause as outlined in the amend- 
ments under study. 

In the Commissioner’s report, it is interesting to see what has hap- 
pened in that particular section of the law. It is largely the result of 
the requirement of a presidential declaration because when you start 
to pinpoint the school districts and have to make this survey it causes 
enough difficulty so that many people have felt that it just could not 
be sccotiaitihet 

This section of the law covered some 46 States in the original act. 
Now it is down to only nine areas that have been able to receive a 
presidential declaration. 

I would like to move on and summarize the change of percent of the 
average per pupil cost in section 305 (a) 2 and (a) 3. 

Under the original provision of Public Law 815 you will recall that 
the number of eligible pupils under section 202 (b) living on Federal 
property or residing with a parent employed on Federal property were 
multiphed by 70 percent of the average per pupil cost of construct- 
ing school facilities in the State in which the school district was lo- 
cated. Subsequent amendment to this section of the law by title III 
305 (a) 2 reduced the 70-percent figure to 50 percent. 

Actually, it is our feeling that an impact on a school district in terms 
of pupils is an impact, and I imagine that the 50 percent was arrived 
at by some curious reasoning along these lines: They said if in the first 
section of the bill a child is Eving on and working on, we ought to pay 
almost 100 percent of that. So, if you only have one condition or the 
other, we only ought to pay half; and, in the case of the impacted 
group—and this reasoning is difficult to follow—they figured it ought 
to be just a little bit less, when actually under the group who are 
working on Federal property they are paying the same taxes and liv- 
ing in the same homes as the impacted group who work in defense 
plants. 

I think the other thing that should be made clear in this particular 
section of the act isthe fact that a lot of people merely point out that 
if you are under an impact section in regard to industry that has a de- 
fense contract, you are getting some tax relief from these industries. 
Such is not the case because almost without exception these districts 
that we are talking about are districts that are bedroom communities 
in the true sense of the word. They serve these defense plants and 
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they actually get none of the tax revenue that comes if the plant were 
actually located within that particular district. 

These people have come into this type of community and their homes 
on a par with homes nationally probably would be assessed at about 
$3,000. What happens when defense industry brings these children 
in¢ If we are leveling a debt rate or a building site rate of $20 per 
thousand, it would take actually a 5-year period to raise only $300, and 
we know that the national average cost of constructing school facili- 
ties is $1,100. So, it is our contention that actually this impact that 
we have tried to correct in this legislation has been an impact upon 
school districts and these children coming ia are in the same degree of 
impact as far as we are concerned. We feel that this 70 percent is 
nothing more than a fair share of what the Government should pay 
us because they are the ones who actually caused these bedroom com- 
munities to be formed around these defense installations and defense 
industries. 

Section 202 (c) provided that the number of eligible pupils whose 
membership resulted directly from the activities of the United States 
(carried on either directly or through a contractor) be multiplied by 
45 percent of the average per pupil cost of constructing minimum 
school facilities in the State in which the school district was lo- 
cated. This requirement remained the same under title III, sec- 
tion 305 (a) 3. 

The assumptions behind the reduction of the responsibility of the 
Federal Government from 70 percent under the original law to 50 
percent under title II] was based on the theory that the Federal 
Government was to assume the role of taxpayer in proportion to the 
Federal impact on the school district. Since the initial responsibilit 
fer a pupil living on Federal property with a parent. working on Fed- 
eral property was assumed at a 95 percent level, it was fallaciously 
reasoned that the Federal Government had only a 50 percent respon- 
sibility where only one condition existed. 

Since the 202 (c) group (sec. 305 (a) 3 under title III) has been 
held at a 45 percent, it has to be assumed that this impact was of 
a lesser importance. 

Six years of experience under these laws clearly indicate when a 
school district is federally impacted, the impact on the school in terms 
of pupils is the same under all sections of the act, These boys and 

irls must be housed in classrooms, and we hold that if they are 
Frought into the school district as a result of Federal activity the 
Government should assume the responsibility of providing at least 
70 percent of the cost of constructing the facilities. In the distressed 
school districts of which we are ing, the tax base provided by 
the parents of these pupils could not provide any school 
district with more than 30 percent of the construction cost. In 
communities the average home assessment ranges at about $3,000, 
thus a school district assessing a rate of $20 per $1,000 of valuation 
would only realize $300 in a full 5-year period. The actual tax 
record in these communities clearly indicates the average valuation 
of these districts is less than 50 percent of the average statewide 
assessment. Reba 

We hold these pupils are brought into our communities by activities 
of the Federal Government and we contend the Federal responsibility 
should be at least 70 percent of the cost of constructing minimum 
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school facilities for eligible pupils under both section 305 (a) 2 and 
305 (a) 3. 

I would like to summarize this matter of retroactive payments. 

It is proposed under title II of the proposed amendments to make 
retroactive payment to school districts for federally connected pupils 
recognized as eligible under section 305 (a) 1, 305 (a) 2, and 305 (a) 3 
und their counterparts under previous laws, during the past 6 years, 
for which no payment or partial payment has been made. This is 
what we are trying to do. As I indicated in discussing the increase 
in this (a) 2 and (a) 3 group, these school districts received only a 
partial amount of what we feel the responsibility of the Government 
actually was. We are not asking for the Government to go back and 
rick it up on that basis. We are saying, that, if a school district still 
has unhoused children, if they have made a tremendous financial effort, 
if they have made themselves actually a distressed school district, 
as we call it in the State of Michigan, and almost all of our districts 
fall into that category, we feel that we should be able to regain some 
of that money on t oy fe of federally connected children. 

Actually under these two sections of the law, some 829,866 pupils 
were declared eligible during the 6-year period. However, during 
the last 2 full-year period of operation the number of eligible pupils 
has been reduced to some 157,000. This would indicate that districts 
have not qualified on the basis of percentage requirements and because 
of other amendments to this act in 1953, one of them being substan- 
tially this presidential declaration. This would place the cost of 
the program at about $4 million if all of these pupils were unhoused 
and eligible. Such is not the case. We surveyed all of our districts 
in the general area and arrived at some percentage figures that I 
imagine can be smiled at. Nevertheless, they seem to check out with 
other available data. 

The qualifying requirements as outlined in the text of title II are 
very demanding and actually require a district to be making maximum 
effort in order to qualify for rembursement. The district must have 
unhoused pupils in order to yrrih 

Under these two sections of the law some 829,866 pupils have been 
declared eligible during the 6-year period. However, during the last 
full 2-year period of operation the number of eligible pupils has been 
reduced to some 157,447. This would indicate that districts have not 
qualified on the basis of percentage requirements and because of other 
amendments to this act made in 1953. This would place the cost of 
this program at about $34,600,000 if all these pupils were unhoused and 
eligible. This, of course, is not the case, for the last report of the 
commissioner indicated the number of eligible pupils is actually down 
to about 100,000. This would reduce the cost of the program to ap- 
proximately $22 million if all pupils were still eligible and unhoused. 
An actual survey in Michigan of these categories would reduce this 
figure by 62 percent on the basis of unhoused pupils and an additional 
20 percent on the basis of eligible pupils. This would put the cost of 
the program at nee aw ne $12 million. 

I should mention that this figure did not include the 305 (a) 1 group. 


That was under that entitlement group. 

_ The bedroom communities serving the industrial areas of the Na- 
tion would benefit substantially from the relief provided by the 
amendments offered in title IT. 
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As an example, what I did was that I went back and developed some 
figures for Michigan, New York, and New Jersey. There is a maxi- 
mum and a minimum figure indicated in the report. 

Michigan on the basis of total eligible pupils could qualify for a 
maximum of about $4,817,193 or a minimum of about $2,400,000; New 
York for a maximum of about $2,014,000 or a minimum of about $700,- 
00; and New Jersey for a maximum of about $691,000 and a minimum 
of $102,400. The maximum figure is based on total eligible pupils for 
the 6-year period. The minimum figure is based on the total amount 
of eligible pupils in the latest report of the commissioner. 

Actually the case for these retroactive payments is much the same as 
the case cited above for a 70 percent figure in section 305 (a) (2) an 
305 (a) 3 of the law. 

These districts that we are talking about, and I am speaking now 
particularly of the State of Michigan, where we were able by con- 
stitutional amendment to get our bond laws changed so that we could 
bond in excess of 15 percent of the total assessed valuation, have gone 
out and bonded for mm excess of that particular amount. 

These districts have impoverished themselves trying to provide 
classrooms for both Federal and non-Federal pupils. Many districts 


are bonded to as high as 30 percent and most to above 15 percent of 
the total valuation of the district. This puts these districts into a posi- 
tion where it is almost impossible to sell bonds. The interest rates on 
these bonds are so high that they provide a real burden on the local tax- 
payer. Weare bonding ourselves to where, even with the present bond 
program in the State of Michigan where by constitutional amendment 


the full faith of the State is pledged with each bond issue, we are still 
in trouble, and the amount of interest rate that we have to pay over the 
course of the bond issue would build more than one g size ele- 
mentary schools in each instance. 

This title II as proposed would not solve all the problems of these 
districts but it would give them some relief in providing school facil- 
ities for pupils who have been brought into the school district as a 
direct result of Federal activity. 

I think one of the clearest examples of a district which is making 
every possible effort is the district that Mr. Brablec represents, the 
school district of Roseville. I think that he should give you some 
of the actual facts and figures of what real local effort is in this type 
of community. 

Will you take over and give them some of these facts? 

Mr. Perxins. Proceed. 

Mr. Brasiec. Mr. Chairman, I believe that it will suit our purposes 
if I give an oral summary and present our testimony later. 

Mr. Perrys. It will suit us better in view of the great number of 
witnesses, 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


THE Case FOR ADDITIONAL FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FoR ScHoor CoNSTRUCTION IN 
Districts WHERE ORIGINAL PAYMENT ON A 45 Percent Basis UNpER Pustio 
Law 815 Has Nor Provipep ADEQUATE RELIEF 


(Presented by Carl Brablec, Superintendent of Schools, Roseville, Mich., April 10, 
1956) 
REPORT ON CLASSROOMS FOR FEDERALLY CONNECTED AND NON-FEDERAL CHILDREN IN 
THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF THE VILLAGE OF ROSEVILLE, ROSEVILLE, MICH., 1950-56 
The principal issue or problem 


After 5 consecutive years of outstanding local effort and a measure of Federal 
assistance under Public Law 815, 2,600 children are presently on half-day ses- 
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sions. Total pupil membership in 1949 was 1,980, and has increased to 6,720 in 
March 1956. The school district area has remained constant in area and the 
United States Office has recognized that 1,916 of these pupils are in the school 
district because of Federal activities, through employment on Federal property 
or due to defense production contracts. The school district claims 300 more than 
the 1,916 aforementioned, but this report does not hinge upon that factor, which, 
after all, is properly the subject of field review and determination. 

Up to this time, the district has been granted aid for 1,630 federally connected 
children at a rate of 45 percent of total costs for minimal facility. This aid has 
—_. gratefully received, indeed, and provides housing for 733 elementary 
pupils. 

Now comes the crucial question: Is the school district able to build for 
the 55 percent balance required for these federally connected children? ‘ 

No. For several years the district tax for school construction ran as high 
as $17.20 per $1,000 of equalized valuation. Let us view it from the present rate 
of $13.50. ($12.50 per $1,000 is raised for operating purposes, in addition.) 
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The average taxable wealth per child in membership is slightly over $4,000. 
Hence, about $45 per child for construction can be produced annually. With 
bond interest rates averaging over 314 percent for 25-year loans, it will re- 
quire nearly 50 years to amortize the indebtedness, including interest, for pres- 
ent facilities assuming each child is housed on a full time basis. 

The debt obligation now reaches 20 percent of the total assessed valuation 
(state equalized) of the school district. It would not appear to be reasonable 
to ask more of the district. 

Extra school tax millage voted in recent years is as follows: 





Amount 
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1, 500, 000 
3, 000, 000 


6, 435, 000 

















Of course, during this period of community growth, the assessed valuation has 
increased, also, from $8,000,000 to $29,000,000 which allows for reduction of the 
above-noted cumulated authorized rates. 

Nevertheless, the district has pledged such taxes to its bondholders. 
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TOTAL MEMBERSHIP 
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Section 308 of Public Law 815 


This provision does undertake to meet conditions of stress occasioned by dis- 
asters, emergency and financial difficulty in a federally impacted school district. 
It seems to establish the philosophy that the Federal Government intends to 
supply minimum facilities so that all children may have a full day of school; 
that is, all children whose attendance is attributable to activities of the United 
States. 

Our district would not appear to qualify under section 308 for several reasons, 
one being that the 45 percent payment for the bulk of the applicant’s pupils has 
relieved the Government of further responsibility. Hence, the only visible way 
to bring remedy where it is so obviously required is through retroactive pay- 
ment above the 45 percent paid originally. 


Mr. Brasizc. I represent a district made up of a residential com- 
munity inhabited by factory workers. We have Government instal- 
lations and we have great private industries fringing us, and we have 


residents who are people who work in these installations. We have 
both Federal and non-Federal impact. 
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The United States Office of Education has been very good about 

recognizing this and now is getting funds under section 305 (a) 2 and 
a) 3 tous. 

i have said this before, I will say again, that without that assistance 

we would have had something approaching a collapse of public edu- 

cation in our community. 

Sometimes I think that we can say a little bit more in simple pic- 
tures than we ean by words, or at least we can do it more quickly. 

If the gentlemen will turn to the second page of this report, they 
will note that with the onset of the Korean conflict in 1950 we had 
an indebtedness of about $250,000, a quarter of a million dollars of old 
debt, and a valuation of about $8 million. 

It is true that our assessed valuation in the district has grown, but 
we have now about reached our authorized borrowing to $6.4 million 
which represents in rough figures 20 percent of the assessed valuation 
of our school district that is State equalized. 

If you turn the page, you will note in that table at the center of the 
page that we have voted these millages. The figure from 1948 to 1956 
is given. The 1948 figure is inconsequential, as you note, but be- 
ginning with 1951 we voted a total of roughly $6.5 million in a district 
that has considerable poverty. 

The next table reflects the assistance which we have had under these 
acts. I invite your attention to the last column which briefly indi- 
cates that by a 70 percent payment we could build classrooms for 
something lke 425 children. at’means an elementary school and 
it would be of great assistance to us because presently we have 2,600 
children attending half-day sessions. 

On the last chart where we have the red line, and we are kind of ac- 
customed to the red line in my school district, the red line indicates the 
Federal responsibility as approved by the United States Office of 
Education. The bottom line indicates the assistance gained, and the 
line between is the assistance which would come to us under a 70 
percent peanest Notre.—Red line now printed heavy black. ] 

We believe that, through local effort in the way that our people are 
willing to apply it, we can take up the difference locally between the 
red line and the second line through local effort, but, if you take us 
from the red line down to the bottom line, it is a rather startling gap. 
So we continue to have children without housing. 

me I say, we now have 2,600 children attending half days in Roseville 
today. 

I know that this is a fairly incomplete summary, Mr. Chairman, but 
I am more interested in developing the principle as it applies to a 
given district. 


In view of the pressure of time, I feel that this will serve the pur- 
pose, 

Mr. Perxuys. I wish to state that your testimony has been very 
helpful. Also your testimony has been very helpful, Mr. Simmons. 
- aparagaen both of you putting in your appearance here. We 
thank you. 

Mr. Wier. I was on the Burke Committee that visited Detroit and 
that whole area in 1950. Was this an impacted district at that time? 

Mr. Brasuec. It was. 

Mr. ‘Wier. I remember that they took us out and showed us the 
school districts on the fringe of Detroit which would be the 8 mill red. 
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Mr. Brapiec. Yes. We are at the 10 mill red. 

Mr. Wier. I remember what you said a minute ago about this 
being a school district that has all of the production capacity, and all 
of the workers are employed and that the school district gets quite a bit 
of revenue from this production. 

You said that right over here across the street begins the bedroom 
district that houses all of these people that work in this plant, but 
it gets no benefit as a result of his productive capacity here but it 
brings in considerable revenue. This school district suffers in spite 
of the fact that you have the children of these workers in this district. 

I visited about eight districts in that area. I well remember these 
production areas around the fringe. I can readily understand that 
our program here for aiding these districts such as you speak of is 
not ing pace with this problem. 

Mr. lune I would say, Mr. Wier, that the assistance we have 
had, representing about 16 percent of the total building that we have 
done, has been very helpful in encouraging our own people to make 
a very valid effort. I think that that has one of its values. 

Mr. Wier. You offset that comment by telling us of the number 
of pupils on part-time educational facilities. 

Mr. Brasiec, That is right. 

Mr. Wier. That was something which you did not have at the time 
I was up there. You did not have the problem then ¢ 

Mr. Brasiec. Not in 1950. 

Mr. Wier. Your problem as worse and, unless something 
is done, it will probably be 3,000 with school facilities on only a part- 
time basis. 

Mr. Brasiec. That is right. 

Mr. Wier. The whole fringe area of Detroit is sadly in need of 
help if you are going to educate these children there. 

Mr. Brasrec. That is right. 

Mr. Wier. I know that. 

Mr. Perxins. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Brasrec. Thank you. 

Mr. Stwmons. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Perxins. Professor McKee, you may proceed, and then you 
can insert your statement. Will you identify yourself? 


STATEMENT OF WALTER T. McKEE, ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENDENT 
OF SCHOOLS, MONTGOMERY, ALA. 


Mr. McKzue. I am Walter McKee, associate superintendent of 
schools in Montgomery, Ala. We are for the changes as suggested in 
this Perkins bill. 

I want to mention one or two points. 

In the case of the 3 percent absorption, it would mean for us in 
Montgomery a 40 percent absorption or reduction in Federal funds. 
We are one of those places that have a large group staying in our 
community after groups are sent overseas. At Maxwell Air Force 
Base where the Air University is located and at Gunter Air Force 
Base they bring in classes of high-ranking officers. Usually they 
get an overseas assignment after a year. We estimate that from that 
group we have about 500 or 700 children of that type remaining with 
us while the husband has been sent overseas. 
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When Congress changed the method of computing entitlement from 
the current average daily attendance to that of the previous year it 
worked a tremendous hardship on school systems which have a contin- 
ual growth of federally connected children. Where we have about 
25,000 non-Federal and about 5,000 Federal it makes it difficult for us 
to quaey under 4 (a) with the percentage requirement that is in the 
old legislation. For instance this year we have actually 729 more 
federally connected children than we had last year, but it would take 
1.075 for us to qualify under 4 (a) because of our large number of non- 
federally-connected children. The amendment in your bill will help 
us greatly at that point. 

I want to stress the part about the floor because we in Alabama 
happen to be the ones that are getting the $66 and, of course, the 
inaximum payments under this are approaching $250. 

Under the present law section 3 payments to school districts are 
based on the amount of funds spent by comparable districts from local 
sources; however, no district will receive less than one-half per cap- 
ita State cost for maintenance and operating purposes for each 3 
(a) child and one-fourth of this amount for each 3 (6) child. A 
study of the annual report published by the Commissioner of Educa- 
tion on the administration of Public Laws 815 and 874 for the year 
ending June 30, 1955, will reveal that States with a high State aid 
program have been severely penalized. If Colonel Jones was sta- 
tioned in Wisconsin the local school system there would receive $249.29 
to help with his son Henry’s education; however, should Colonel Jones 
be transferred to Maxwell Air Force Base in Montgomery, Ala., 
Hlenry’s value to the school system would drop to $68.74 if Colonel 
Jones lived on the base and to $34.37 if they lived off the base. The 
service people can’t understand why the payments vary so much from 
place to place. 

I would like to file with the committee a list of payments for each 
State under Public Law 874 as found on page 59 of the Commis- 
sioner’s report referred to above. 
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(The list referred to follows:) 


Local contribution rates by geographical sections under Public Law 874 for fiscal 
1955, region and local contribution rate 
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Mr. McKer. The definition of local taxes has caused much con- 
fusion and hardship in this legislation. For example: in many places 
the sales tax is a local tax, however, in Alabama the sales tax is 
collected locally in the various stores throughout the State and is 
sent to the State capital and is distributed back to the local systems. 
In other words, if this money had not made a trip to Montgomery and 
back it would be local revenue. All purchases made b the military 
installations are exempt from the sales tax and all purchases made by 
the military come the local post exchanges are also exempt this 
school tax which in Alabama is called a State tax. Military per- 
sonnel do not have to pay State income tax in Alabama, which is the 
other source of school funds. They can pay in their own States. In 
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other words, military people and military installations pay very little 
State tax to help support schools in Alabama. 

We feel that Co s should increase the floor under the present 
payment for Public Law 874 so that no school system would receive 
less than the aggregate local contribution rate for the Nation during 
the second year preceding the application. If this were in effect 
next fall the range of payments would be approximately $142.70 to 
approximately $247.29 rather than $67.07 to $4,247.29. 

Montgomery, Ala., finds itself in a very unfortunate position because 
Maxwell Air Force Base started operating an elementary school on 
the base under section 6 this year. The ADA of the base school last 
year was 483 pupils; however, under the present. law in computing 
our increase to qualify under section 4 (a) we are required to sub- 
tract our last eae ADA (including the base school) of 3,941 from 
our present ADA of 4,670 which gives us an increase of only 729 which 
falls short of 1,075 (5 percent of non-Federal) which is necessary to 
qualify under 4 (a). If Maxwell School were taken out for both 
years our increase would be 1,212. In other words, in the same 
schools operated by the Montgomery County Board of Education this 
year we have had an increase of 1,212 over last year which would 
entitle us to approximately $120,000 under section 4 (a). In other 
words, where schools are operated under section 6 the ADA should be 
subtracted from the previous year in figuring increase under section 
4 (a). The same principle is carried out when part of the territory 
is taken away from a school district. This amendment should take 
effect July 1, 1955. 

In Alabama, we operate under a county unit system. The 20 per- 
cent requirement in your bill would eliminate all but 3 systems of the 
42 systems in Alabama because there are rather large non-Federal 
figures in having county rather than smaller units. We would cer- 
tainly like to see that percentage eliminated or substantially reduced. 

In my own particular case we have about 16.5 percent Federal. 

We want to say “thank you” to your committee and to the Congress 
because this program has meant a tremendous amount to Montgomery 
even though we have received a rather small amount for current opera- 
tion. Weare certainly grateful for it. 

Mr. Perkins. We certain appreciate having you here, Mr. McKee. 
This committee will conscientiously try to improve the law. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT PRESENTED BY WAtterR T. McKee, ASsocrATe SUPERINTENDENT OF 
Scnoo.ts, MONTGOMERY, ALA., BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE House Hpuca- 
TIONAL AND LAasor COMMITTEE CONCERNING Pustic Laws 815 Aanp 874 


Mr. Chairman, I would like to state that I am associate superintendent of 
schools in Montgomery, Ala. We operate city and county schools and at the 
end of the first semester we had an average daily attendance of 27,103 of which 
4,670 were federally connected. We will enroll over 30,000 pupils of which 
approximately 5,200 will be federally connected. The bulk of these children come 
from Maxwell and Gunter Air Force Bases. Public Laws 815 and 874 have meant 
quite a bit to Montgomery and we are very grateful for them. 


PUBLIC LAW 874 


The following changes would greatly improve Public Law 874: 

(1) The 8 percent absorption feature of the present legislation which will 
go into effect next year works a great hardship on systems with a fairly large 
non-Federal ADA because we estimate we will have an approximate ADA of 


76765—56——_11 
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25,540 non-Federal pupils; 3 percent of this would mean 736 pupils; that times 
our local contribution rate of $68.74 (which is the lowest in the Nation) would 
mean that we would lose $50,592.64 out of our total entitlement for this year 
of $135,452.17. In other words, the innocent sounding 3-percent absorption 
means our Federal funds will be reduced by approximately 40 percent. In other 
words, for Montgomery, Ala., it means 40-percent absorption. 

(2) The bulk of the military personnel sent to Maxwell and Gunter Air Force 
Base are sent there for approximately 1 year’s training in the various schools of 
the Air University. Most of the personnel have several children and are older 
than the average airman and a large percent of them are officers. Upon the 
eompletion of their courses many of them are sent to overseas assignments and 
since the family is located in Montgomery they remain here until the father 
returns from overseas. The minute the feather leaves the State of Alabama 
or within commuting distance of Montgomery we are no longer allowed to 
eount this child under Public Law 874. We estimate that we have from 500 
to 700 children in our schools at all times whose father was sent to Montgomery 
on Government orders and they have remained while the father was sent over- 
Seas or to another assignment out of the State on Government orders. We feel 
that the Federal responsibility should continue until the family is again able to 
joint the father at the new assignment. 

(3) When Congress changed the method of computing entitlement from the 
current ADA to that of the previous year it worked a tremendous hardship on 
school systems which have a continual growth of federally connected children. 
The Congress also eliminated what was known as the 3 (e) child in which Fed- 
eral aid was supplied to take care of the State part of the cost for the growth 
over the previous year. Under present 4 (a) requirements a few school systems 
have been able to get paid for the additional children received; however, the 
present law requires that your increase in federally connected children must 
be at least 5 percent of your non-Federal ADA. In Montgomery, Ala., we have 
had an increase of 729 federally connected children for this year over last year 
which meant we had to add 24 additional teachers to take care of this load. 
We will not receive any money for these 729 pupils because 5 percent of our non- 
Federal ADA is 1,075. Under provisions of section 4 (a) if Mentgomery were eli- 
gible, we would receive approximately $76,000 the first year which would help 
tremendously in educating these boys and girls. We feel that payments under 
Public Law 874 should either revert to the old method of paying, which was 
on the basis of current attendance or 4 (a) payments should be made for any 
increase over the previous year. This change should be made retroactive to 
July 1, 1955. 

(4) Under the present law section 3 payments to school districts are based 
on the amount of funds spent by comparable districts from local sources; how- 
ever, no district will receive less than one-half per capita State cost for main- 
tenance and operating purposes for each 3 (@) child and one-fourth of this 
amount for each 3 (b) child. A study of the annual report published by the 
Commissioner of Education on the administration of Public Laws 815 and 874 
for the year ending June 30, 1955, will reveal that States with a high State aid 
program have been severely penalized. If Colonel Jones was stationed in Wis- 
consin the local school system there would receive $249.29 to help with his son 
Henry’s education; however, should Colonel Jones be transferred to Maxwell 
Air Force Base in Montgomery, Ala., Henry’s value to the school system would 
drop to $68.74 if Colonel Jones lived on the base and to $34.37 if they lived off 
the base. The service people can’t understand why the payments vary so much 
from place to place. I would like to file with the committee a list of payments 
for each State under Public Law 874 as found on page 59 of the Commissioner's 
report referred to above. 

The definition of local taxes has caused much confusion and hardship in this 
legislation. For example, in many places the sales tax is a local tax: however, 
in Alabama the sales tax is collected locally in the various stores throughout 
the State and is sent to the State capitol and is distributed back to the local 
systems. In other words, if this money had not made a trip to Montgomery and 
back it would be local revenue. All purchases made by the military installations 
are exempt from the sales tax and all purchases made by the military personnel 
at the local post exchanges are also exempt this school tax which in Alabama 
is called a State tax. Military personnel do not have to pay State income tax 
in Alabama. In other words, military people and military installations pay very 
little State tax to help support schools in Alabama. 
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We feel that Congress should increase the floor under the present payment for 
Public Law 874 so that no school system would receive less than the aggregate 
jocal contribution rate for the Nation during the second year preceding the 
application. If this were in effect next fall the range of payment would be 
approximately $142.70 to approximately $247.29 rather than $67.07 to $247.29. 

Montgomery, Ala., finds itself in a very unfortunate position because Maxwell 
Air Foree Base started operating an elementary school on the base under section 
6 this year. The ADA of the base school last year was 483 pupils; however, 
under the present law in computing our increase to qualify under section 4 (a) 
we are required to subtract our last year’s ADA (including the base school) of 
3941 from our present ADA of 4,670 which gives us an increase of only 729 which 
falls short of 1,075 (5 percent of non-Federal), which is necessary to qualify 
under 4 (@). If Maxwell School were taken out for both years our increase 
would be 1,212. In other words, in the same schools operated by the Mont- 
gomery County Board of Education this year we have had an increase of 1,212 
over last year which would entitle us to approximately $120,000 under section 
4 (a). In other words, where schools are operated under section 6 the ADA 
should be subtracted from the previous year in figuring increase under section 
4 (a). The same principle is carried out when part of the territory is taken 
away from a school district. This amendment should take effect July 1, 1955, 


PUBLIC LAW 815 


(1) Provision should be made so that the non-Federal growth requirement will 
be changed from 10 to 6 percent for the 2-year period. The 3 percent per year 
increase is more nearly the national average growth and since most federally 
affected areas will have a non-Federal growth as well as Federal, the 3 percent 
rather than 5 percent requirement will greatly reduce their burden. 

(2) The payment for pupils under section 305 (a) (2) should be increased 
from 50 to 70 percent of the cost of constructing minimum facilities as it was 
during the first 2 years under 815. In Montgomery we have had a tremendous 
non-Federal growth as well as a Federal growth. Montgomery has built $6,- 


331,464.80 worth of buildings since the war and only $2,525,100.00 was received 


from Public Law 815. Since it is necessary for us to provide all of the cost of 
minimum facilities for non-Federal pupils it is only fair that the Federal Govern- 
ment provide as much as 70 percent of the cost of facilities for federally con- 
nected children. 

(2) This payment should be made retroactive to bring the payment up to 70 
percent on all federally connected pupils whose parents work on Federal prop- 
erty and are now in the local schools. 

(3) For various reasons school systems have failed to receive Federal aid for 
school construction for the total of their present federally connected membership 
even though the system still has unhoused pupils. In the early parts of the pro- 
gram some systems failed to make proper application, others failed to meet 
eligibility requirements by very small margins, and since the purpose of Public 
Law 815 is to provide minimum school facilities for all federally connected chil- 
dren, any applicant should have the right to claim aid for any of these pupils 
now in membership provided they are still unhoused and if the Federal Govern- 
ment has not helped construct school buildings for them. For example: If a 
school system should have an anticipated daily membership at the end of the 
school year 1955-56 of 5,000 and if the Federal Government had only provided aid 
to construct school buildings for 4,000 pupils the above district should be eligible 
for aid to construct schools for 1,000 additional pupils which had not received 
Federal aid provided they were unhoused and other requirements in the law were 
met. This amendment should not be limited to school systems where federally 
connected pupils amount to 20 percent or more of the total pupil load, because 
this would work a hardship on a county unit school system with from 20,000 to 
30,000 pupils and only 3,000 to 5,000 federally connected pupils. It costs just as 
much to build a building for 1,000 federally connected pupils regardless of 
whether you have 20 percent of your pupils federally connected or not. This 
percentage requirement should be eliminated or reduced to at least 10 percent: 

(6) Children of military personnel who have been sent to Federal installa- 
tions on military orders should remain eligible to count under Public Law 815 
following the transfer of the parent to other assignments upon military orders 
so long as they remain in the school district. Where a school system has ap- 
proximately 500 children of this type remaining in its school system at all times 
it means that the first 500 additional eligible pupils under Public Law 815 com- 
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ing into your district are cancelled out. In other words, in Montgomery, Ala., 
throughout the program there has always been about 500 federally connected 
children for which the Government has not helped construct a school. 

We certainly hope your committee and Congress will give careful considera. 
tion to the suggested amendments for Public Laws 815 and 874. We further hope 
that Congress will take immediate action in extending these two valuable laws so 
that school systems in military affected areas can make their budgets and plan 
their building programs immediately. 

Mr. Perkins. Professor Crabb, do you have anyone you want to 
call with you? Will you give your name to the stenographer ? 


STATEMENT OF PAUL E. CRABB, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
VALLEJO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT, VALLEJO, CALIF, 


Mr. Crags. I am Mr. Paul Crabb, superintendent of schools of 
Vallejo Unified School District in Vallejo, Calif. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I appreciate the 
opportunity of appearing before your committee to present a state- 
ment of problems that are Sag of a good many school districts that 
are having extreme difficulty in supporting their public schools in 
areas that are heavily affected by Federal activity. 

I am the superintendent of schools of the Vallejo, Calif., Unified 
School District, one of the heaviest federally impacted children in 
the Nation. Vallejo is located on the bay about 25 miles north of San 
Francisco. It is a community almost entirely of civilian employees 
of the Federal Government and of military personnel. 

Vallejo is the home of the Mare Island Naval Shipyard, the Nation’s 
largest naval shipyard on the Pacific Coast and the only Pacific coast 
shipyard engaged in the construction of atomic-powered and guided- 
missile naval craft. 

In addition to the civilian and naval personnel employed on Mare 
Island, Vallejo is the home of hundreds of military and civilian 
employees of Benicia Arsenal, which is located approximately 6 miles 
from Vallejo, the Travis Air Force Base, located approximately 15 
miles from Vallejo, in the northern part of the county, and of the 
Hamilton Field Air Base, located in adjoining Marin County. 

In 1941 there were 3,500 students in Vallejo schools. There are 
approximately 15,000 attending the public schools in my district today. 
The parents of a large part of them are connected in one way or 
another with the activities of the Federal Government. 

The ability of a school district to finance its educational program 
is directly related to the assessed valuation of its property per child. 
Due to the fact that a great deal of the property in our school district 
is federally owned, and therefore exempt from taxation, the assessed 
valuation per child is extremely low. 

In Vallejo the assessed valuation per child is $2,973.50, as compared 
with $7,672.31 for districts of comparable size and organization in 
our State. Those of us who are responsible for the education of the 
children in our district feel that a child should not be denied the same 
educational opportunities enjoyed by other children in the State 
merely because their parents happen to be employed by the Federal 
Government or are in the military service. 

The passage of Public Law 864 has been a big help in making equal 
educational opportunities available for the children in our district. 
The income from this source constitutes approximately 20 percent of 





ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 155 


the operating expense of the schools for this year while the number of 
Federal children constitute about 50 percent of the total school enroll- 
ment. I might just add that 3 years ago there were over 80 percent of 
our children whose parents were federally connected. 

The taxpayers in Vallejo have been willing to assume more than 
their share of the responsibility of providing funds for the operation 
of itsschools. They have voted a 50-percent increase in local property 
taxes above the statutory limit provided by law in California without 
a vote of the people. Our district is still finding it difficult to provide 
a comparable program of education even with the additional local 
money voted by the taxpayers and the funds received under Public 
Law 874. Taking both of these into consideration, the local tax income 
increase and Public Law 874 money, we still receive about $600 less 
per classroom for the operation of our schools than the districts of 
similar organization in the State of California. I think the members 
of this committee can see the financial problems that we would have 
if Public Law 874 is not continued. 

The story in Vallejo is indicative of that of many other school 
districts throughout the United States where there are large military 
installations. 

The experience of school officials in areas of Federal impact durin 
the past 6 years has indicated that some changes in these laws shoul 
be made to provide a more equitable payment of the funds and facili- 
tate the administration of the two laws. Considerable study has been 

iven to the matter and proposals for the improvement of the laws 
cou been a upon by the administrators in the areas that are 
affected. These proposals have been included in bill H. R. 10227 
which has been introduced by Mr. Perkins, chairman of this sub- 
committee in the present Congress. 

I realize the difficulty of developing a program of Federal assistance 
to the districts of the Nation due to the great diversity of methods 
of finamemg schools in the different States of the Union. The pro- 
posals which have been included in the above-mentioned bill do not 
affect all districts, nor do all of them affect any one district. Some of 
the measures are not of importance to my own district, but others 
affect it very materially. Each of the proposals suggested is of im- 
portance to a large number of districts throughout the Nation. 

Consideration should be given to the matter of making the two 
laws permanent rather than having them expire at 2-year periods. 
When a district such as Vallejo receives a large percentage of its 
budget from Federal funds, it makes it extremely difficult to make any 
long-range planning for its schools unless there is some degree of per- 
manency in the law providing these funds. 

The Vallejo district receives about 20 percent of its operational 
budget from Public Law 874 and it is very impossible to plan for the 
operation of our schools from year to year not knowing from year to 
year whether or not we will receive this portion of our income. A 
permanent law would permit the development of a sound long-range 
phe for financing the schools in our district. The same uncertainty 

ampers us in making long-range plans for providing school build- 


ing? with Federal funds in our various districts. 
chool administrators from federally affected 7 9 ian, re years 


of careful study and experience with the present laws, have agreed 
that some changes should be incorporated in the extended legislation. 





156 ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 


Some of these proposals do not affect the Vallejo school district and 
some do. The following statements apply to the proposed provisions 
that affect the Vallejo schools. The first group of proposals apply 
to Public Law 874. F 

1. The 3 percent absorption clause in the law, which requires that a 
district deduct 3 percent of its non-Federal children from its Federal] 
children in calculating the amount of Federal payments to a district, 
should definitely be eliminated. It affects all schools receiving funds 
under Public Law 874. The amount of money lost depends upon the 
relationship of the number of non-Federal children to the number 
of federally connected children in the district. If there is any justi- 
fication for payments for any children there is justification for pay- 
ment for all. The cost of education for the 3 percent is often a real 
burden to the district. The 3 percent clause would cost my district 
$35,000 per year. A much larger percent of the total Federal pay- 
ments would be lost in some districts. 

2. Children of military personnel who have been transferred to 
other military areas should remain eligible for assistance. The dis- 
trict cost of educating these children is the same whether the parent is 
present or not. In Vallejo this would amount to $4,000 additional 
revenue per year. 

3. The transfer of public housing units from the Federal Govern- 
ment to other operating agencies is creating a very serious financial 
problem in my district and many other districts that had a great deal 
of Federal housing. During the peak of the war there were 8,850 
housing units in the Vallejo district. Many of these are being torn 
down but some are being transferred to the city of Vallejo housing 
wey with a resultant loss of Federal payments under Public 

aw 874. 

What happened with the transfer of Floyd Terrace, a Federal hous- 
ing unit to the city of Vallejo, is typical of what is happening in many 
districts. This project has 1,000 units. It is built in a very small 
area and consists of large two-story apartment houses. The nature 
of the project is such that there is a large concentration of people 
living in cheaply constructed units in a very small area, a condition 
which would never have existed in the city of Vallejo had the Federa! 
Government not created it. There are approximately 900 children 
living in this project who attend the public schools in Vallejo. 

When the project was owned by the Federal Government our dis- 
trict receive $72,900 in aid under Public Law 874 due to the residencr 
of the 900 children living in these Federal homes. With the transfer 
of this project of the city of Vallejo, this money is lost and the school 
district receives $18,000 in lieu of tax payments. This results in an 
annual net loss to the district of $54,900, and the number of children 
to be educated remains the same. Due to the nature of the units, they 
are assessed at a very low figure for the purpose of figuring in lien 
of tax payments. 

I cannot help but feel that while the Federal Government no longer 
operates these units, the problem is still a matter of concern for the 

ederal Government since it was created by the Federal Government. 

Additional loss of Federal revenue to the district will oceur when 
similar transfers are made of other housing units for which negotia- 
tions are being made at the present time. 





) 
1 
: 
e 


~ oc —_—s | 


~-—_ 


ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 157 


While the proposal made in H. R. 10227 under consideration pro- 
vides for continuing the eligibility of those children in housing units 
transferred from the Federal Government to private or city housing 
authorities for a period of 1 year, consideration should be given to 
extending it for a longer period. 

The theory back of this 1-year extension is that the local district 
can make the financial adjustments necessary to educate the children 
in these units within the framework of its financial structure in 1 year. 
Experience in Vallejo demonstrates that this cannot be done. The 
Floyd Terrace housing units, mentioned above, was transferred to the 
city 3 years ago and, in spite of every effort to secure to secure addi- 
tional local or State funds for the education of the children living in 
these units, the district has not been able to secure one additional 
dollar to offset the loss of the payments caused by the transfer. It is 
evident that this condition is going to face the district for a long time. 

School officials have also agreed upon a number of recommendations 
relative to proposed changes in Public Law 815. My distzict does not 
qualify at the present time for aid under Public Law 815, as now 
amended. Two of the suggested proposals that have been agreed upon 
by the school officials in federally affected areas which are included in 
the bills now being considered by the committee are very important to 
my district. 

One proposal changes the present method of losing eligibility for 
funds under Public Law 815 when a Federal housing unit is trans- 
ferred to a public or private owner. The present law provides for the 
payment of funds for school building construction to a district if it has 
experienced a growth in federally connected children since July 1, 
1952. This means that if a Federal housing unit is transferred to a 
private or municipal housing authority, the children living in this dis- 
trict are taken from the base from which the growth is determined. 

The Floyd Terrace housing unit in Vallejo, which contains about 
900 school children, was transferred from the Federal Government to 
the city of Vallejo housing authority after July 1, 1952. In order 
to show a growth that would entitle the district to Federal funds 
under the extension of Public Law 815, as amended, it would be nec- 
essary that our federally connected children would have to increase 
by 900 students before we could begin counting any increase in such 
children. The proposal in the present legislation would eliminate this 
inequality. This provision alone would bring about $200,000 addi- 
tional revenue for school construction to the Vallejo school district. 

Another proposal reestablishes the eligibility of the federally con- 
nected children under the act which has been established by applica- 
tion during the past 6 years and for which no payment. or partial pay- 
ment has been made. 

The original Public Law 815 established an entitlement based upon 
the number of children attending the schools of the district, whose 
parents were employed by the Federal Government or who were 
living in Federal homes. 

On this basis, the Vallejo Unified School District was entitled to 
payment on 9,539 children. It has received payments on 6,395 chil- 
dren from the Federal Government under Public Law 815, which has 
been used for the construction of schools. This leaves an entitlement 
to the district for 3,144 children which has not been paid. This amount 
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is an obligation of the Federal Government and I do not see how the 
Congress can shirk its responsibility in assisting to provide facilities 
for these children who are in makeshift classrooms or on half-da 
sessions. Consideration of meeting this obligation should be given 
by the present Congress in reenacting legislation that would continue 
Federal assistance for school building construction to federally affected 
areas. 

I am sure that the presence of the school children from Sharpsburg 
High School and other schools located in Sharpsburg, Ky., in the com- 
mittee hearing room this morning was not planned, but nevertheless 
their presence was very timely. Some of them probably attend schools 
in areas of Federal impact. 

When the school superintendents here saw these fine young men 
and women who, in a few years, will be the adult citizens of this great 
country and realized that we are responsible for their education which 
is the birthright of every American child, we are challenged even 
further in our efforts to secure the continuance of adequate Federal 
funds to provide an equitable program of education for all children 
in the districts of the Nation where there is Federal activity. 

I appreciate this opportunity of presenting these statements con- 
cerning the extension and proposals that have been made for changes 
in Public Laws 874 and 815, and I hopé that they will have the care- 
ful consideration of your committee. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Perxrns. Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wier. I want to ask you one question which drew my attention 
particularly. 

This is your statement about the military turning over to the 
city this housing project to which you made reference. 

Mr. Crass. The Floyd Terrace housing unit. 

Mr. Wier. When they turned that over to the city was it gratuitous! 

Mr. Crass. There was never an announcement in the public press as 
to what the consideration was. Knowing the financial condition of 
our city, I know it could not have been very great. 

Mr. Wier. Maybe it was a dollar? 

Mr. Crass. Something of that type, yes. 

Mr. Wier. Was this housing project fully occupied when they 
turned it over? 

Mr. Cras. It was fully occupied. However, the number of chil- 
dren who live in the housing area now is greater than it was at the 
time it was turned over due to the fact that it is now becoming a sub- 
class, almost a social welfare project. There are many places where 1 
and 2 and 3 families are now moving into 1 unit, which was not per- 
mitted when it was operated by the Federal Government. 

Answering your question, it was completely occupied when turned 
over. 

Mr. Wier. I would assume that your board of education will make 
known to the subdivision of government to which this has been turned 
over, your city council or park board or some division of your city, 
that in lieu of taxes that should be derived from this project, now that 
it becomes a municipal project certainly some share of those rentals 
= that income ought to be diverted to the educational facilities of 

e city. 
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Mr. Crass. You will recall that I stated that there were $18,000 in 
lieu of tax payments being made at the present time. 

Mr. Wier. I did not-catch that. Pardon me. 

Mr. Crass. When we were receiving Federal aid under the project 
when it was owned by the Federal brane ling we were receiving 
$72,900. 

Mr. Wier. That is quite a drop. 

Mr. Crass. It is quite a drop. We have talked with the county 
assessor @ good many times about it. He says that he cannot raise 
the assessments higher than he has them at the present time because of 
the nature of the units, They are very, very economically constructed. 
They are sort of a plasterboard exterior. ‘They are in poor condition. 

Mr. Wier. They are substandard ? 

Mr. Crass. The city of Vallejo housing authority would never 
have permitted them to have been built were it not a wartime measure 
built by the Federal Government. There are a thousand of them 
built in 2 or 3 city blocks. It is a tremendously congested condition 
that would never have been permitted in our community were it not 
for the Federal activity. It is there for a long time, as we see it. 

Mr. Wier. In other words, the Federal Government gave you a 
problem for some time to come. 

Mr. Crass. That is right. People of this type would be living in 
homes of around $2,000 asssesed valuation. Kt our tax rate, that 
would bring in a minimum of $40 per unit. At the present time we 
are getting only about $18 a unit. 

Mr. Wier. That is all. 

Mr. Perkins. Is Professor Goodwill here? Would you identify 
yourself for the stenographer ? 


STATEMENT OF GLEN T, GOODWILL, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
MONTEREY PUBLIC SCHOOLS, MONTEREY, CALIF. 


Mr. Goopwiit. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, m 
name is Glen T. Goodwill, superintendent of schools, Monterey, Calit. 

When I was about to leave Monterey for Washington a couple 
of days ago I had a telephone call from Mr. Thomas R. ‘Turner, super- 
intendent of schools at the Pacific Grove Unified School District. 
Mr. Turner asked if I would enter a letter which he has submitted to 
this committee. If it is the will of your committee I will pass it on 
to the secretary for recording. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


PaoctFric Grove Uniriep Scuoor District, 
Pacific Grove, Calif., April 6, 1956. 
To Whom it May Concern: 

On behalf of the board of education and the administration of the Pacific 
Grove Unified School District, I should like to say that the loss of Federal 
aid under Public Laws 874 and 815 would be disastrous to our educational pro- 
gram, particularly because this area is already heavily impacted with federally 
connected families and we know definitely that some 1,800 additional service- 
connected families will arrive within the next month or two. 

All available means of support for this legislation should be continued. 

Sincerely. 
Tuomas R. TouRNER, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


Mr. Goopwitt. Mr. Chairman, I realize that you people have had a 
very lengthy day. I will try to summarize this very briefly if you 
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prefer, rather than to read it page by p e. I would like to read the 
Opening statement, however, because I think it summarizes the con- 
tents of this report. 

The governing board of the Monterey Public School, Monterey, 
Calif., has asked me to express appreciation for this opportunity to 
present facts concerning the educational problems in our community, 
as affected by the existing military installations. 

It was my privilege to appear before the 81st Congress’ House 
Committee on Education and Labor in San Francisco, Calif., Novem- 
ber 16, 1949, prior to enactment of Public Laws 815 and 874. The cur- 
rent situation is even more critical than it was 7 years ago. 

It is our conviction that without the Federal assistance granted 
under these laws, education of all children in our community would be 
seriously impaired. It simply would not be possible for the local dis. 
trict to assume the full burden of housing and educating the many 
students who come to our area because of Federal connections. 

We are most grateful for the assistance that has been received, and 
most earnestly request your favorable consideration of continuation 
of these just laws. 

I would like to interject a word of comment on the United States 
Office of Education for the very capable and efficient way in which 
they have handled the administration of this law. 

We have been highly pleased with the way that office has operated. 

The first page of my report has to do with the community and the 
situation. I have outlined something of the kind of community 
Monterey, Calif., is, and have told about the very rapid growth in 
that community which now totals 51,132 in population. 

The military population of the community has likewise grown with 
approximately 35,000 from the Army installations and 3,787 estimated 
from the Navy installations. That is the tgraduate school, the 
engineering school located at Monterey, which brings the total to 
38,787 estimated people in our yep cen connected with the military. 

The Monterey Peninsula is a beautiful, quiet spot, known caw tf 


wide as a resort area. By far the largest portion of the Monterey 
oO 


Peninsula is within the Monterey Public School boundaries. Since 
World War ITI there have been some abrupt changes in the region: 

1. The one-time flourishing fishing industry of Monterey Bay has 
dwindled to nearly nothing, so that there remains no major industry 
of any kind—just residences and small businesses to support public 
education. "9 

2. In 1949 there was only one incorporated city within our school 
districts, the city of Monterey. Normal expansion of this area, 
boosted by the military centers located here, have resulted in two 
ra cities being incorporated recently, Del Rey Oaks and 

aside : 


Monterey City School District (kindergarten—grade 8) : 
Monterey : 
Incorporated 
Suburban 
Seaside : 
Incorporated__ 
Suburban 
Del Rey Oaks (incorporated) 
Bay View Park and North Bay View Park (Fort Ord) 

















ASSISTANCE, TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 16T 


Population estimates from the Monterey Peninsular Herald, August 
11, 1955: 


Monterey Union High School District (grades 9-12; 13-14) : 
Monterey City School District (above) ~.... 45, 371 








Carmel Valley 





Approximate total population 


Nots.—Both school districts are operated under a single administration known as the 
Monterey Public Schools. 


Military populations (service personnel and dependents) : 





Estimate 


Army (Presidio and Fort Ord) 
Navy (Line School, Postgraduate School, and Naval Air Station)... 3, 787 





(There is some duplication, so a true percentage ratio is difficult 
to achieve. ) 


Total .-. 37, 787 
On the next page I summarize the military installations. Military 


installations, all within the Monterey City school district, now 
include: 





Acreage 
estimates’ 
(1) Presidio of Monterey (established 1770), which is now the United 
States Army Language School 
(2) Fort Ord 
(3) United States Navy General Line School (1948) 
and 
(4) United States Naval Postgraduate School (1951) 
(5) United States Naval Air Station 
(6) United States Coast Guard Station 











Total Federal acreage deducted from local tax rolls 


1 Plus acreage leased from local airport authority. 
2 Within Monterey City limits. 


It is universally recognized that establishment of a United States 
governmental station creates employment in a community, and estab- 
lishes a substantial payroll from which the business and professional 
people of the area derive benefit. 

The reverse is true for public education. Not only are valuable 
acres removed from the tax rolls, reducing assessed valuation and less- 
ening local tax support, but also expenses are increased as the school 
population increases. 

here is no anticipated influx of naval personnel to the area, but 
information from Fort Ord indicates that transfer of the Fifth Divi- 
sion here from Frankfort, Germany, will be accomplished soon. Fifth 
Division statistics are: There are 9,000 service personnel anticipated 
(5,600 of which are here April 1956) ; 1,800 of these have families, 
which brings it to a total of 9,090 dependents (4,413 to be housed off- 
post ; 4,677 on-post). 

To indicate the naval expansion since 1950: 

Construction at the Naval Line School and Naval Postgraduate, $14 
million. 

School (including 14 residential buildings and 49 other units). 

Construction. at La Mesa Village Naval Housing project. (523 units), 
$5 million, making a total of $19 million. 
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Army expansion since 1950 and projected: Permanent installations 
since 1950, $25 million. Anticipated additions to the year 1974, $75 
million. ‘Total anticipated values by 1974, $100 million. 

I would like to quote from the Monterey Peninsular Herald of 
April 5, 1956, a brief statement : 

The Defense Department today gave formal authorization for construction 
of 189 units under the Capehart Housing Act, according to a telegram received 
from Congressman Charles M. Teague. * * * The Army hopes to build 1,182 units 
under the Capehart Act. 

As to the community and the situation : 

1. There is no major industry on the Monterey Peninsula unless the 
military installations may be so classified. Local tax support for 
public education must depend on residences and small businesses. 

2. The military population, personnel and dependents, within the 
Monterey city RR ge Hy is approximately half or more than 
the total population of the school district. 

3. Valuable assessed valuation removed from local tax rolls because 
of numerous Federal installations reduces the ability of the local school 
district to provide proper education for the children. 

4. In the period 1950-51 to 1955-56, Monterey public school ele- 
mentary enrollments have jumped 81 percent. 

5. In the period 1950-51 to 1955-56 the elementary district wealth 
per child dropped $1,315.55. 

6. A similar ratio may be anticipated in the Monterey Union High 
School, with less assessed valuation back of each child as the en- 
rollment tide reaches secondary level. 

7. The local school districts have approved both bonded indebted- 
ness and permissive 50 cent tax increases per $100 assessed valuation 
for both capital outlay and for maintenance and operation costs, in 
attempt to provide proper school housing and educational program. 

The first chart that I refer to in the appendix has to do with school 
enrollments. I have already said that that has increased 81 percent 
in the last 5 years. 

The second chart refers to the federally connected pupils. They 
are now 49.17 percent of our total enrollment. You might be inter- 
ested to know that this has increased since 1950 from 1,203 to 4,094 
in 1955. 

The next chart shows a summary of grants received under Public 
Law 815, and, lastly, what the Re of the Monterey public school 
districts have done to support public education. 

We have made a supreme effort on the part of our local community 
to keep children out of half day sessions but unfortunately have not 
been able to build classrooms fast enough to accomplish this objective, 

The material and chart referred to follow :) 

t Material submitted by Mr. Goodwill entitled “Know Your 

Schools” was placed in the files of the committee.) 


SouprPLeMENT A 


School enrollments 
Monterey City school district (kindergarten-grade 8) : 
In 1939 Monterey elementary school enrollments were only 
In 1949, 10 years later, it had increased 109 percent to 
In February, 1956 the figure is up to 
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Other recent growth data: 























1 Estimated. 


Monterey Union high school district (grades 9-12) : 
In 1939 Monterey union high school enrollment was 


In 1949, 10 years later, it had increased to 
In February 1956, the figure is up to 


1 Including pupils later transferred to another district. 


Other growth data: 


A comprehensive 2-year study by a citizens’ committee, completed June 1955, 
projects high school enrollment by promotion from grade-to-grade only as: 


1956-57 
1957-58_~ 


1, 572 
1, 826 








2, 062 





2, 230 





From this, it may be seen that the total school population increase, appreciably 
felt in the elementary grades for several years, is beginning to reach high school. 


Assessed valuations 





1951-52 


1953-54 


1955-56 





Monterey City school d 


istrict. 
Monterey Union High School district. 


$32, 782, 275 
39, 365, 340 


$40, 532, 665 
47, 420, 745 


$44, 475, 665 
52, 577, 445 














Nore.—The amount of assessed valuation or wealth -per child In Monterey City school district has 
dropped from $7,785.68 to $6,470.13 in the last 5 years. 


SUPPLEMENT B 


Federally connected pupils 


{Listed here are the numbers of pupils reported as federally connected from 1950-51 (the year that{the first 
report was filed) to 1955-56 (estimated) } 





(3b) Total 





Monterey City school district: 
1960-51 
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Entitlements received under Public Law 874 (operation) 1950-51 to date 
(1955-56 estimated) 


Monterey City school district: 
1950-51 


Summary of grants received under Public Law 815 





Monterey city school 
district 
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SUPPLEMENT D 


What the people of the Monterey Public Schools’ Districts have done to support 
public education 


MONTEREY CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT (KINDERGARTEN-GRADE 8) 





Permissive tax increase for maintenance end 
indebted- operation 





50 cents per $100 assessed valuation for 5 years. 


50 cents per $100 assessed valuation continued 
for 6 more years. 














MONTEREY UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Grades 9-12: Monterey Union High School 
Grades 13-14: Monterey Peninsula College 





Bonded indebtedness | Permissive tax increase for capital outlay only 
' 





.| $985,000 for both high school and college 


«ax Mie tn sine fcdak «caida dt bebes deiticadeocte Gasca 50 cents per $100 assessed valuation for 6 years 
for high school only. 
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GROWTH CHART 





1955-56 


MONTEREY PUBLIC SCHOOLS ° 
7443. 








Non-Federally Connected Students 








Y Federally-Connected Students (2) or (b) 
Z 














Federally-Connected Students (1) or (a) 





























1953-54 


5865 * 





Total Enrollment 


1945-46 1947-48 1949-50 1951-52 


















































Federal 
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Mr. Goopwiit. Then I go into a conclusion which I think perha 
the committee would prefer that I let you read from the record. It 
has to do with the recommendations for the continuation of Public 
Laws 815 and 874. 

It would be impossible for us to meet the educational needs of our 
community without this wonderful assistance. We favor H. R. 10227 
which proposed to extend Public Laws 815 and 874 for a 2-year period, 
with certain recommendations. 

Without Federal assistance, both capital outlay and maintenance 
and operation, a local school district in such a situation cannot pro- 
vide adequate school housing nor a proper educational program for 
either non-Federal or federally connected pupils. 
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Inasmuch as the situation—more pupils and less ability to provide 
for them—is caused by Federal installations within a school district, 
it appears only fair and just that Federal financial assistance should 
be granted the local school district. 

We make this recommendation. 

The Monterey public schools’ governing board and school admin- 
istration strongly recommend that; 

Public Laws 815 and 874, which lapse July 1, 1957, be continued for 
a 2-year period, to provide grants for minimum-facility school hous- 
ing and for maintenance and operation costs justly due local school 
districts because of Federal impact. 

We further recommend that: 

Favorable consideration be given H. R, 10227, which proposes to 
extend Public Laws 815 and 874 for a 2-year period, with certain 
modifications which we believe are necessary to improve the law. 

Further, we recommend : 

1. That.non-Federal pupil-growth requirements be realistically re- 
duced from 10 to 6 percent in a 2-year period, to conform to the na- 
tional norm :of approximately a 3 percent growth per year. If not 
revised, local school districts are penalized by being required to as- 
sume part of Federal financial responsibility. 

2. That the percentage of Federal payments for children classified 
under section 305 (a) (2)—that is, 50 percenters—be increased from 
50 to 70 percent of the cost of minimum facilities. This is to equalize 
local school district costs, as the local district must provide 100 per- 
cent housing to nonfederally connected children as well as the present 
50 percent for federally connected children. It usually is true that 
Federal installations in an area both directly and indirectly in- 
crease the numbers of non-federally connected students, and this is par- 
ticularly pertinent to the Monterey Peninsula area where there is no 
industry other than military to attract residents, 

In the proposed modification of Public Law 874, the first recom- 
mendation has to do with the 3 percent absorption clause. 

We recommend : 

1. That the 3 percent absorption clause be eliminated both for 
1956-57 and for the proposed 2-year extension. Were the 3 percent 
clause applied to the Monterey public schools for 1955-56, it would re- 
quire us to pay an additional sum of $31,230 for education costs. 
When a.school district budget already is strained to capacity, it seems 
that.the local district should not be asked to assume this additional 
Federal responsibility. 

2. That school districts be able to count those children of military 
personnel, whose parents come to the area under military orders, even 
after the parent is retransferred under military orders—provided the 
children ‘remain in the school district in question. This applies to the 
perc wt public schools in an amount of $17,215 for the current 1955- 
56 school year. 

Thank you, gentlemen, for this opportunity of presenting testimony 
for the Monterey public schools. f will be glad to answer any ques- 
tions if ‘you have dhebt: 

Mr. Wier. Are all of your eligible children now getting full-time 
education ? 

Mr.'Goopwiit. No; they are not. “We completed one 22-classroom 
building Jast’ week and this meant that we were able to start now 

76765—56——12 >“ ; : 
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giving a full-day education to approximately 1,500 children because 
it doubles. One classroom means that we get two classrooms out of 
half-day sessions. 

Mr. Perkins. How many part-time students do you have in your 
county now? ; 

Mr. Goopwit. I cannot answer that, I am afraid, Mr. Perkins. I 
think that my own district has probably only part-time education. 
We have constructed some 200 classrooms in. the last 5 or 6 years and 
still have, I would say, 1,000 students now on half-day session. 

Mr. Perxins. Thank you very much for your splendid testimony. 

Mr. Goopwiu. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Perxins. We will make sure that the stenographer puts your 
entire statement in the record. 

Mr. Goopwii. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Perxtns. Professor Knoll. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR KNOLL, BUSINESS MANAGER, LONG 
BEACH UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT, LONG BEACH, CALIF. 


Mr. Kwoxi. I am Arthur Knoll, business manager of the Long 
Beach Unified School District, Long Beach, Calif. 

Mr. Prrxins. Proceed. 

Mr. Knotz. You gentlemen, of course, are aware that California 
has had a very rapid growth. It has been very heavily federally im- 
pacted because of the many activities that have been carried out to this 
area in the way of factories and posts for the military and for the 
Eng § That brings us to a very heavy burden under Public Laws 874 
and 815. 

The tax burden is tly increased and many schools have asked 
to go beyond the tax limit set by the State laws which we can do by 
voting an extra tax. 

I will speak first about the Long Beach situation and then about 
California somewhat more generally. 

In Long Beach we have 11,325 federally connected children out. of 
a school population of 63,759, or about 17.2 percent. We reeeive 
$902,837 from the Federal Governmént under lic Law 874. If 
we were to lose the 3-percent absorption, we would lese $203,646. We 
would lose most of our 3 (a) students. 

We feel very strongly about the continuation of the elimination year 
by year, and we hope it can be made definite now for the years to come 
wo the 3-percent. absorption. 

California has 326 school districts that participate in Public Law 
874, and they have 157,286 federally connected students. Those dis- 
tricts have a school Le paosven of 904,000. Now, if Public Law 874 
is not reenacted, if the 3 percent absorption is not eliminated, those 
children in those districts, not only the 157,286 but the 904,000 in those 
districts, probably will get a poorer quality of education than in, the 
districts which ave not féedérally impac I think that that is a 


generalization not true in all cases, but I think it probably would 
apply in many. 

ere has been some discussion about the fact that the districts 
should be able to absorb the 3 percent of the school population, but 
may I bring to your attention this fact: in the 1953-54 report of the 
United States Office of Education on Public Law 815 and Public Law 
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874, it was estimated by that agency that the property taken off the 
tax rolls by the Federal Government throughout the United States 
was $22,492,761,589, and that, if it was taxed at the average local 
rate of 15.6 mills for operation of schools as again established 
by the United States Office of Education, it would have produced 
$348,165,904. 

What did Public Law 874 pay for the operation of schools? 
$65,307,976, or 19.8 percent of whall if this had tain private property 
taxed at the local rate, it would have produced. 

I submit that a large part of the cost is already being absorbed and 
the 3-percent. absorption is not necessary for this purpose. 

Likewise, Mr. Rose testified this morning that in the federally con- 
nected districts, 5.6 percent of the operational cost was paid by Public 
Law 874, whereas 16.6 percent of the pupils were federally connected. 

I speak for a number of school districts in California with whom 
I have been working for some time, who tell me that, if the 3-percent 
absorption is retained, they will be entirely eliminated from the 
operation of the law and will be in a position in which they will 
find it very difficult to operate and will have to reduce the grade and 
quality of education much below the standard generally available in 
California. 

I thank you for this opportunity. I made this short because you 
have been oul a long time. You have been mighty fine and we do 
appreciate what this committee and the Congress has done in the past. 
We anticipate that you are going to do just the same by us in the 
future. 

Mr. Perkins. Professor Knoll, your testimony was very convincing 
and would have been so to any individual not familiar with this 
legislation. 

We appreciate you putting in your appearance here and helping 
the committee. 

Mr. Knot. Thank you. 

Mr. Perxins. The committee will adjourn until tomorrow morning 
at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 5 p. m., the hearing was adjourned until 10 a. m., 
Wednesday, April 11, 1956.) 








AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874, 
81ST CONGRESS 


WEDNESDAY, APRIL 11, 1956 


Howse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
EDUCATION AND LABOR, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10: 30 a. m., in room 429, 
House Office Building, Hon. Carl D. Perkins (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Perkins, Wier, Metcalf, Udall, Rhodes, 
Wainwright, and Frelinghuysen. 

Present also: Fred G. Hussey, chief clerk; and Russell C. Derrick- 
son, chief investigator. 

Mr. Perkins. The committee will come to order. 

Congressman Lankford, do you have some witnesses that you care 
to introduce, or do you care to make a statement on behalf of the legis- 
lation at this time ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD E. LANKFORD, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Lanxrorb. Mr. Chairman, I do not think I would care to make 
a statement. I do have a witness to introduce. Let me thank you 
and the members of the committee for giving us this opportunity. 

As you know, we in the Fifth District of Maryland have a great 
many Government military installations, and we feel very keenly 
the impact of the Government on our school systems. I know of no 
person who has had more intimate acquaintance with this problem 
than the superintendent of schools for Anne Arundel County. So I 
would like to present to the committee at this time Dr. David S. Jen- 
kins, who is superintendent of schools of Anne Arundel County, Md. 

Mr. Perkins. Proceed in your own way, Mr. Jenkins, 


STATEMENT OF DR. DAVID S. JENKINS, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
SCHOOLS, ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MD., ACCOMPANIED BY FRED 
ALEXANDER, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT TO THE SUPERIN- 
TENDENT 


Dr. Jenkins. I would like to introduce my administrative assist- 
ant, Mr. Fred Alexander, who I may ask to give additional informa- 
tion from time to time if questions are asked. 
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I shall attempt to make my statement brief, knowing that you have 
many others to hear, and shall be happy, as far as I am able, to answer 
questions. 

Anne Arundel County is grateful for the benefits which we have 
received as a result of the administration of Public Laws 874 and 815. 
As car as we are concerned, the laws are basically good and have been 
administered with a high de of care and accuracy. 

Our Federal growth, as shown below, will not only indicate the 
degree to which we have been involved, but will show the necessity 
for the continuance of such legislation, amended, which will assure 
us the financial aid to the federally connected children educated in 
the county. 

Just a few statistics, while I know they are a little boring, but not 
many of them. 

In June 1952, we had 3,421 federally connected children out of our 
total of 22,131. That has grown until this year we have 5,307 fed- 
erally connected children out of 31,200. 

There may be some question in the minds of the members of the 
committee with reference to the reason the county superintendent 
appears in such an instance as this. I hasten to remind the committee 
that Maryland is organized on a county administrative basis. There 
are only 24 administrative units in the State, one for each county. 

As you may know, some of the installations which we have to work 
with are as follows: United States Engineering Experimental Station ; 
the United States Naval Academy ; a number of housing developments, 
Terry Circle, Arundel Estates; and then we have the Fort George G. 
Meade Reservation of more than 14,000 acres; the United States Naval 
Academy dairy of about 600 acres; the District Training School; the 
United States Coast Guard Depot near Baltimore City; the post. office 
with its related activities; the Nike bases; and the newly established 
National Security Administration building on the fringe of Fort 
Meade, which I understand is the third largest office building inthe 
world. 

In addition to these, we have the proposed United States Naval 
Academy airfield with as yet undetermined location. So that instead 
of our responsibilities with reference to service-connected children 
Seana it would appear that they would be increasing in the 

uture. 

The extent to which we received Federal assistance is quite interest- 
ing. If we compare the number of federally connected children to the 
total employment, we find that 17 percent of all our children are serv- 
ice connected. Our budget for maintenance and operation, not includ- 
ing capital outlay, and the necessary funds for refunding debt, interest, 
and so on, if we take 17 percent of.the total budget, we find that 
$1,258,000 would be the amount. We get $300,000 from the Federal 
Government under maintenance and operation. While the number 
of children is 17 percent of the total, the amount of money we get is 
4 percent of the budget. 

We do not deny that there are other communities who have a great 
interest in many of these amendments. We believe in the soundness 
of the judgment of the superintendents throughout the country, and 
their anxiety concerning their own situations. We agree with them 
as to the need of various amendments, but we speak this morning in 
relation to two only. 
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We would like to see the elimination of the 3-percent absorption 
clause. Qur increase in federally connected children from 1952 to 
1956 will approximate 2,000. Our total enrollment for this same pe- 
riod shows an increase of 9,000. 

Instead of giving us a reduction or making a reduction of 3 percent 
in the funds we get, I think I would like to call attention of the com- 
mittee to the fact that where the families move into a community where 
we have service-connected children, there are a great many other fam- 
ilies that come to us as a consequence of these Federal activities. I 
think it has been estimated that there are about 1 for every 4 needed 
to take care of such things as gasoline stations, laundries, and barber 
shops and service activities essential to a community. So that if there 
were 100 families in a community that are service connected, you would 
probably need about 125 to take care of all the efforts necessary to run 
an orderly community. 

I believe that a 3-percent absorption is an unfortunate consideration 
in that regard. . I think probably it would be closer if the Government 
estimate 110 or 120 percent. Iam not speaking of parity either with 
the same regard that Congress does from time to time. 

Mr. Wier. What would that 3 percent come out to? 

Mr. Jenxrns. Three percent to us is about $9,000. They force us 
to absorb the 3 percent, feeling that the community itself should be 
able to absorb about 3 percent of the total service families. 

Some time ago when I was before this committee, I attempted to 
strengthen the philosophy upon which these bills seemed to have been 
based with a statement that very few communities are able to support 
the services essential to a good community unless they have taxes from 
two sources: the homes in which families live, and the industries in 
which the people work. Where a community is deprived of the taxes 
from one or the other, they have a disturbed situation and prett 
much difficulty in providing all of the public services that are essential. 

Mr. Wier. At that point, may I inquire what is the revenue source 
fog yous school system in your county ? 

Mr. Jenkins. I am glad you asked that question, because it is a 
sort of touchy point with us. We are not only the bedroom of Balti- 
more, but webnte within our borders all of the service activities which 
I have listed. We do not have more than about three industries of 
any size in the entire county, which is 52 miles long and about half that 
wide. I can strengthen the consideration when I am reminded of 
the fact that the taxes from the Bethlehem Steel plant in Baltimore 
County for 1 year that were paid into the Baltimore County treasury 
were more than the tax levies brought to Anne Arundel County for 
education on all of the homes and businesses within the entire county. 

Our county unfortunately is so located that we do not get the homes 
of the people in the higher economic level group. We get the poor 
man and his family and some of the middle-class ries Most of 
them, however, are in the low-income up. So, our problem is 
pretty much a severe one. Lacking industries, being made up of 
small homes, and having more than 17,000 acres of our area used for 
Federal activities makes it difficult. 

Mr. Wier. Then I am led to believe by what you have just said 
that the entire revenue for the operation and maintenance of your 
schools comes from a property tax! 

Mr. Jenxrns. Yes. 
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Mr. Wier. Do you not have a sales or income tax? 

Mr. Jenxins. Mr. Wier, I do not want to mislead you, and I hasten 
to add, in 1922 Maryland enacted the equalization law which estab- 
lished a formula for assisting the poor counties. Whether the money 
comes from the local property tax or the State property tax or from 
any of the other taxes, I think we have to say that about 50 percent 
of the money that Anne Arundel County uses to operate its schools 
comes from the county and about 50 percent from the State. That 
does not lessen our burden since almost the entire cost of new construc- 
tion and amortization of loans must be taken care of on the local tax 
basis. The county itself has but one source of revenue, and that is 
on the property tax. : 

I am speaking for education now. The State from which we get 
some of our funds has a varied and extended number of tax sources, 
Weare about in the middle of the State as to wealth. I think it makes 
our picture more clearly understood when we say that we have about 
$7,500 assessable base back of each child. The richest county would 
have about $16,000 or $18,000 back of each child. 

So, if we were totally reliant on local funds to carry the cost of 
education, we would have to put out more than twice the effort of the 
richest county. 

Our problem is accentuated, too, because we are growing so rapidly. 
We are on the fringe of Baltimore City and our growth now is just 
about 10 percent each year. We will add somewhere between 2,600 
and 3,000 additional children this year. We shall have to build about 
90 classrooms to take care of them. 

In the last 7 years we have been compelled to build more than $32 
million worth of schools. We have an $8 million construction pro- 
gram underway now. 

I mentioned these facts for this reason: Every bit of assistance 
that we get under Public Laws 815 and 874 brings us closer to adequacy 
which we do not think we will ever reach, in providing the kind of 
services for children which they ought to have. We would like to see 
the 3-percent clause taken out of the law. 

Mr. Ruopes. Did I understand you to say that you have a State 
equalization tax? 

Mr. Jenkins. We have. 

Mr. Ruopes. How much does your district pay per pupil on aver- 
age daily attendance? 

Mr. Jenxins. We do not work it that way. The equalization for- 
mula is based on total cost, excepting some items in the total cost pro- 
gram. 

To make it a little more easily understood, the county is compelled 
to levy 75 cents on the property tax before it is entitled to any equaliza- 
tion at all. The total cost of teachers’ salaries, plus 20 percent of that 
amount, plus the total cost of transportation, plus a certain percentage 
of administrative salaries, is considered the sum upon which allies: 
tion is adjusted. 

If we fail to raise enough money on a 75-cent levy to cover the cost 
of those items, the State will come in with the difference. The State 
establishes for that purpose a minimum teachers’ salary scale. 

To show you the effect that it has, in some of the counties that are 
poor, they will get about 80 percent of their funds from the State. 
Anne Arundel County receives 50 percent. Nevertheless, while the 
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county is compelled to levy 75 cents only under the law to be eligible 
for equalization, our tax rate for schools last year was $1.48. You see 
that the people are making a tremendous effort consistent with their 
ability to pay. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is per $100 evaluation ? 

Mr. Jenxrns. Yes. ) 

Mr. Ruoves. I might tell you, sir, that in my hometown the tax levy 
is $8 for schools per $100 evaluation, which is not a good situation. 

Mr. JENKINS. dt course, you and I will have to get together on the 
percentage of assessments that are involved, whether they are 60 
percent or 70 percent or 25 percent. 

Mr. Ruopes. I do not mind telling you what mine is if you will tell 
me what yours is. 

Mr. Jenkins. I do not object. 

Mr. Ruopes. In our particular area, we are supposed to assess at 
market value, but actually it is about 35 percent market value. 

Mr. Jenkins. We are higher. I think it runs about 60 percent of 
market value. 

Mr. Ruopes. So, interpolating those figures, our basis of assessment 
would be about $3. 

Mr. JEnKINs. Something like that. We have a great many farms 
in our community and the picture is probably a little different than 
when you consider a straight city situation. We have the small city 
of Annapolis, of about 25,000, and then an urban-type community 
from Annapolis all the way to Baltimore. For 25 miles south of Ann- 
apolis we have farmland, all tobacco growing, and there has to be some 
sort of leveling-off point that will satisfy the entire community and 
come within their reasonable limits of paying without too much injury. 

The second point we would like to stress is that the financial ra 


to determine the percentage of payment to the various districts be 


made definitely on a 100-percent basis. This, you can readily see, is a 
nightmare to a superintendent when he comes to budgeting. If we 
budget, for example, $300,000 from the Federal Government for this 
item and then are paid 80 percent, we really are in trouble. We have 
the situation over there that is a little different than in some communi- 
ties. There is a budget law which prevents the superintendent from 
exceeding his budget. 

We would like to believe that we had sufficient leeway to include 
enough funds in the budget from year to year to prevent our getting 
in trouble if we do not get 100 percent of the payments that are pro- 
posed in a given year. So, we have always the difficulty of underesti- 
mating purposely what we will receive from the Government or esti- 
mating what we actually expect to receive and then being caught with 
$20,000 or $30,000 or $40,000 short. 

So, if it were possible, I think it would be a very fine thing if we 
could be sure of 100-percent payments under the formula. 

Gentlemen, those are the two items which we this morning stress 
with you. If there are any further questions we would be very happy 
to answer them. I think as far as we are concerned we have spoken 
our piece. 

r. Perkins. Mr. Wier? 
Mr. Wier. I have no further questions. 
Mr. Metcaxr. I have no questions. 
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Mr. Upatx. I have no questions. 

Mr. Ruopes. No questions. © 

Mr. Warnwricut. Iam sorry I missed the start of the gentleman’s 
presentation because it was obviously good. 

Mr. Perkins. We thank you for coming here. We well realize that 
your county is one of the worst impacted areas in the Nation. Your 
ye ose certainly will receive consideration from this committee. 

r. Jenkins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
committee. 

Mr. Perxtns. Mr. Fred W. Evans, if he is here this morning, will 
be our next witness. Is he here? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Perkins. If not, Mr. Litten Singleton, superintendent of the 
Berea City Schools, Berea, Ky., will be the next witness. He is from 
Madison County. His impact is from the Blue Grass Ordnance Depot. 
Do you want to bring around the men who are with you? 


STATEMENT OF LITTEN SINGLETON, SUPERINTENDENT, BEREA 
CITY SCHOOLS, BEREA, KY. 


Mr. Srycteron. I hoped I might present to this committee Mr. 
Douglas House who is superintendent of Madison County Schools but 
I do not believe he is here at this time. 

Mr. Perxtns. Very well. You may proceed. 

Mr. Stveteron. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, we want 
to express our appreciation to you and to the members of this com- 
mittee for the opportunity of appearing before you in the interest of 
Public Laws 874 and 815, which you have under consideration at this 
time. May I take this opportunity with your indulgence, Mr. Chair- 
man, to commend you for the concern you have manifested in the 
welfare of the youth, not only of Kentucky, but the Nation as a whole, 
by your active interest in the proposed legislation now before this com- 
mittee as well as your interest and support of other legislation de- 
signed to urge the Federal Government to accept its full share of the 
responsibility for the education of all the youth of this Nation. 

ith your permission, Mr. Chairman, I shall briefly call to the 
attention of this committee the thinking of the school people of Ken- 
tucky, directly affected concerning Public Laws 874 and 815, as 


amended, relative to specific proposed amendments and the 2-year 
extension proposal contained in H. R. 10227 now before the committee. 

Since you have before you the recommendations and testimony of 
men who have observed the operation since inception of these laws in 
the various States and also their recommendations growing out of 
careful and partial a may I confine my remarks to certain 


amendments contained in H. R. 10227¢ These are the 3-percent. ab- 
sorption features, children of military personnel who may be trans- 
ferred but whose children may remain in the school district, the local 
contribution rate requirement or floor, and also I might comment 
briefly on the eligibility as has been established for the federally con- 
nected children under this act. 

These three are under Public Law 874. If I may, I would like to 
comment briefly on one of the amendments under Public Law 815 
specifically. 





ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 177 


Under the present law, a district must absorb, as you know, without 
Federal payment a number of federally connected children equaling 
3 percent of the non-Federal pupils in average daily attendance. In 
my own State the penalty imposed by this amendment would look 
something like this: 

Using the 1954 and 1955 record, we observe that 51 school districts 
were declared eligible and given entitlement under Public Law 874 as 
it now stands with the 3-percent absorption clause suspended. Had 
the 3-percent absorption feature been in force during the years 1954 
and 1955, 19 of the 51 districts would have failed to qualify. Looking 
at it percentagewise, 35 to 38 percent of the federally connected chil- 
dren would have been eliminated, or in terms of dollars, it would have 
reduced the total entitlements for Kentucky districts, qualifying under 
the law, by approximately $300,000 to $325,000. 

During the post 2 years this absorption feature has been suspended, 
and since at this time there appears to be no grounds on which the 
3-percent absorption feature can be defended, we certainly recommend 
its permanent suspension. 

The amendment in H. R. 10227 relating to children of military per- 
sonnel seeks to correct injustices resulting from reasignments by mili- 
tary order of military personnel. Under the present law, children 
falling in this category become ineligible couatianaly upon transfer 


of the parent, even though the children may remain a member of the 
school district throughout the entire year. 

The local district must then continue to educate the children, but 
it must continue to educate the child or children at local expense. The 


great military base at Fort Knox, Ky., is an example of this particular 
nee at work. Other examples have been pointed out and brought 
to the attention of this committee in previous testimony. We are 
convineed, gentlemen, that the formula for determining the local con- 
tribution rate of the local district based on the comparable district is 
not an equitable formula therefore, and therefore, should be changed. 
That is a comment on the third amendment listed here. 

As Superintendent Rose pointed out in his remarks before this com- 
mittee, the floor should be raised to achieve greater equity in Federal 
payments per child among the applicants from the various States. 
The local contribution rate offered by Representative Perkin’s bill, 
I. R. 10227, is specifically designed to achieve greater equity in Fed- 
eral payments among the several States. 

That is the extent of my comments on Public Law 874. Turning 
briefly to Public Law 815—and. I believe this appears on your bill, 
Mr. Chairman, at pages 6 and 7—relating to the establishment of the 
lignes or reactivating certain entitlements that received only par- 
tial payment of that entitlement, I believe in that amendment you 
have these features. These children are still in the local district and 
still federally connected under the terms of the act. The requirement 
that I might comment on as to its effect in Kentucky, would be the 
total federally connected pupils represent 20 percent of the total pupil 
load at the time the applications were filed under this amendment. 

It would be mcm I am sure, for my own district and the 
County of Madison School District to qualify for payment under this 
particular amendment, because I am sure that the Madison County 
School District of Madison County does not at this present time have 
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20 percent. of its pupils federally connected. Neither does my own 
personal district. 

I was just wondering if that would not work an injustice on a good 
many school districts. I am sure it would in Kentucky. 

Gentlemen, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this com- 
mittee and have commented briefly 0. 2 or 3 phases of the amend- 
ments of Public Laws 874 and 815. I wish to urge in speaking on 
behalf of the school men affected in Kentucky favorable consideration 
of this committee of all the amendments as presented in H. R. 10227. 
I thank you kindly. 

Mr. Perxrns. Mr. Singleton, I see the gentlemen up here from 
Kentucky are now in the committee room. Do you know whether they 
want to make any statement? If they do, they can come around and 
make their statements at this time. 

Mr. Stneueron. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wier. Mr. Singleton, in your district first, and in the State of 
Kentucky, have you any children now that are not getting full-time 
education ? 

Mr. Stneteron. You mean would be considered unhoused ? 

Mr. Wier. Your school term of education for each child in your 
county or your area ? 

Mr. Stneteton. So far as I know, there is none. 

Mr. Wier. You have no children on part time? 

Mr. Srneteron. Yes, I do in our own county. Superintendent 
Laster, of the Richmond Public School System, an independent dis- 
trict, is on half-day sessions. 

Mr. Wrer. All or part of his enrollment ? 

Mr. Srycteron. Mr. House, you may correct me. I believe he is 

art. 
F Mr. Hovusg. Partly, that is correct. It is increasing in numbers. 

Mr. Stneteton. I do not know what percentage. 

Mr. Wier. Have you any knowledge of the Fort Knox area as to 
whether they have full time educational facilities for their enrollment 
or is it part time? 

Mr. Srxeteton. I will not comment specifically on that particular 
situation, because I do not know for sure. Off the record, I think 
that situation exists. 

Mr. Wier. I am just trying to establish, since we have witnesses 
here, as to our ability to point out to Congress that in many States, 
school districts cannot give full time educational facilities to the en- 
rollment in those school districts. That is all I have. 

Mr. Mercatr. No questions. 

Mr. Upatu. No questions. 

Mr. Ruopes. No questions. 

Mr. Wartnwricut. No questions. 

Mr. Perxtns. Mr. Singleton, I certainly wish to compliment you on 
coming here before the committee and presenting your Kentucky 
problem. The committee will certainly appreciate your testimony. 

Mr. Stneieton. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Joseph Stackhouse, is he here this morning? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Perxrns. Is Mr. Fred W. Evans here? 

(No response. ) 
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Mr. Perxtns: Do we have any witnesses at the present time in the 
committee room? All right, Mr. Don Dafoe will be our next witness. 
Mr. Dafoe is the Commissioner of Education for Alaska. 


STATEMENT OF DON M. DAFOE, COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION, 
TERRITORY OF ALASKA 


Mr. Daror. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Don M. Dafoe, Commissioner of Education for the Territory of 
Alaska. 

I might say before starting my statement that I am a long way from 
home. I just happen to be in here on other business and | appreciate 
the opportunity to appear before this committee. 

I thank the committee for the privilege of speaking on behalf of 
the Territory and its federally impacted areas in support of the leg- 
islation for the extension of Federal assistance. 

A brief bit of explanation concerning the Territorial school organ- 
ization will perhaps be helpful to you. As Commissioner of Edu- 
cation I am the chief State school officer and my office carries out the 
usual functions of a State department of education. However, we 
have only 30 organized school districts which are chiefly in the city 
areas, and the rest of the Territory is entirely unorganized for school 
purposes. 

Hence, in effect, I also serve in the capacity of superintendent of 
schools for the entire Territory of Alaska for the areas outside of 


organized schoo] districts and in this capacity believe without question 


that I administer the largest “school district” under the American 
flag, one covering an area over one-fifth the size of the continental 
United States. 

We have now 12 district schools participating under Public Law 874 
and several which have received assistance under Public Law 815. 
In addition my “school district,” the unorganized Territory, is a par- 
ticipating district and in my operation is included the operation of all 
the schools on the eight eilitary bases in Alaska and on some purely 
Federal installations such as Civil Aeronautics stations, and so forth. 

You are aware of the tremendous defense installations in Alaska 
and of their strategic importance to the United States. Right at 
this time there is continued expansion of these facilities and also the 
installation of the defense early warning system is underway. It is 
also a well known fact that over 99 percent of the Territory’s land area 
is still under Federal control, the vast majority of it still unsurveyed. 
There is, therefore, no question of a present and continuing Federal 

onsibility for Federal impact ad federally connected pupils for 
both operation and maintenance and construction. 

At the present time nearly one-half of our average daily attendance 
are federally connected pupils for whom we are receiving assistance. 
In spite of the fact that the Territory generously supports its schools— 
over 43 percent of the general fling appropriation for the current 
biennium is for public schools—and the fart er fact that the district 
schools are ene them with extensive local tax revenues, there is 
and will be for a long time to come a need for continuing Federal 
assistance for maintenance and operation. 

There is also a continuing and crying need for construction funds. 
Consider the fact that the Territorial school enrollment has doubled 
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in the past 5 years, and that by far the largest part of this increase 
has been because of direct and indirect Federal activities; right at the 
present time our construction needs survey shows that at a very 
minimum $17 million of building will be needed by September 1960 
for district and territorial schools and an immediate need for at least 
90 classrooms on purely Federal installations at an estimated cost of 
$4.5 million. 

I support the testimony of Mr. Leonard Maine of Rhode Island, 
and that of Mr. Oscar Rose of Oklahoma. The need for the extension 
of the acts is without question as far as Alaska is concerned. The 
amendments supported by these gentlemen are necessary and advisable 
in my opinion and their application to Alaska would be beneficial. 

There is a further amendment to title 1V of Public Law 815 which 
is necessary for Alaska and probably is not needed for any State or 
other Territory. The present act does not permit localization of 
applications under title [V and we are therefore under an extreme 
handicap in trying to qualify under this title since we must qualify 
on the basis of the entire unorganized area of the Territory. As an 
example, we are in desperate need of school facilities at Tok Junction 
where we now have 39 pupils attending school in makeshift buildings 
loaned us by the Alaska Road Commission, Department of the Interior. 

All except six of the pupils are directly connected Federal pupils 
from the Road Commission, the Alaska Communications System, 
United States Signal Corps, the Fish and Wildlife Service Depart- 
ment of the Interior, and the Haines-Fairbanks Pipeline Station, 
United States Quartermaster Corps. 

There are 29 additional families being moved in this summer for 
Federal operations. Yet under title IV, I cannot localize an appli- 
cation for this school. Neither can I localize an application for 
Cantwell where there are 29 pupils without facilities, most of whom 
are Indian Children, all but two of whom are federally connected. 

I may have an extra classroom at Sandpoint, 1,000 miles away out 
on the Aleutian Chain. Perhaps I have room for an additional 15 
ae at Naknek which is in the Bristol Bay and over 600 miles away. 

ou can readily see that this space does me no good in these particular 
instances—I cannot shift pupils or change attendance zones to take 
care of the situation as an average size school district might be able to. 
Extra pupil capacity at one location does not help me at all. 

I have discussed this matter with Mr. Lillywhite and Mr. Grigsby 
of the United States Office of Education and I am sure they are in 
accord with the need for an exception for Alaska in this particular 
~ BN : have further Spinesel it with our Delegate from Alaska, 

. L Bartlett. 


I would appreciate the committee’s consideration of this particular 
request. 
t is a privilege to appear before you. I shall be happy to try to 
answer any questions which the committee members may wish to ask. 
Mr. Wier. Do you have an amendment in the House here? 
Mr. Daror. I do not have. I just discussed it yesterday with Mr. 
Lillywhite and Delegate Bartlett. 
r. Wier. I am sure the committee has no amendment pending so 
that makes your task quite difficult. 
Mr. Darog. I shall talk to him about it. 
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Mr. Perkins. I have a couple of questions, Dr. Dafoe. The com- 
mittee is very well aware of the governmental ownership of the prop- 
erty in Alaska and also of the military installations in Alaska. 

Under the present laws as they have been operating and adminis- 
tered for the past 2 years, will you be able to house the children in the 
future 

Mr. Daror. The difficulty of applying under title 1V, which would 
appear on the surface, would be very helpful for us, is that I cannot 
localize. Right now, I cannot establish eligibility under title IV. I 
also am applying under title III, but there is a question on eligibility. 
We have the youngsters, but the fact that we cannot localize under title 
1V and have to.spread it out over the entire area is just baffling to us. 

Mr. Perkins. How many children do you have going to school part 
time in Alaska, if any ¢ 

Mr. Daror. We probably have about 2,000 out of 28,000. On the 
military bases that is under section 310. The application for building 
construction is initiated by the command itself and comes through the 
joint defense and under the old bulletin 7. I mentioned on those bases 
that right now we are short 90 classrooms to replace quonsets and bar- 
racks and that type of thing and to take care of increases. 

Mr. Perkins. What has been your growth in school population since 
Korea ? 

Mr. Daror. It has doubled since 1951. It would have been prob- 
ably then 150 percent at least since Korea. It is still going up. 
There is not any particular end in sight. We find some amazing 
things happening. If you get out in places where you would not 
think that there would be a Federal connection or a direct Federal 
installation, I find in talking to a family and ask where does the 
lusband work, and they say he is employed on the DEW project, 
which is 200 miles away. They are all over the Territory with respect 
to the construction workers. : 

The family might live in Anchorage and the husband might be work- 
ing 800 miles away. They think nothing of that up there. They are 
used to it. Weare just beginning to feel the impact of this DEW line, 
because, it is just under construction. Almost every time we take a 
recheck we find a few more pupils on that. The Defense installation 
is just keeping on. That is all there is to it. 

I think it is interesting to look in the publications on the adminis- 
tration of laws that we are one of the largest recipients of assistance in 
the whole Nation without any question. Under 874 last year we had 
about two and a quarter million dollars for maintenance and operation. 
We have had in district schools about $4 million worth of construction 
assistance under 815. On the Federal installations we have had about 
$9 million worth. 

Mr. Perxins. About $13 million ¢ 

Mr. Daror. That is right. Our entitlements under Public Law 874 


for this current year for the whole Territory will probably run close to 
$3 million, 


Mr. Perxrns. Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wier. In the event that an amendment is offered here to clarify 
and define the Territory of Alaska as a school district, I would like to 
vet a little information beyond what you have cited. As I recall your 
statement, you are the Commissioner ¢ 

Mr. Daror. That is correct. 
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Mr. Wier. As a matter of fact, you are the superintendent of all 
schools ? 

Mr. Daror. That is correct, I am a dual person with two hats. [ 
am comparable to what would be a State superintendent of public 
instruction. We carry out all the normal functions of a State de- 
partment of education. But Alaska has no county system. Either it 
1s an incorporated city area which is a school district or else it belongs 
to the Territory. So, I carry out all the functions of a State depart- 
ment of education but operate 105 schools as superintendent of the 
unorganized Territory. For urposes of Public Law 874 and Public 
Law 815 we are set up as the Territorial school district, Alaska. 

Mr. Wrer. By that do you mean that the Department interprets 
Alaska as a school district and they count all of the pupils in Alaska? 

Mr. Daror. The district schools, that are incorporated, apply sepa- 
rately. Their applications are processed separately. But the rest of 
the Territo outside of the districts is considered as one whole dis- 
trict under these acts. 

Mr. Wrer. You have some areas in Alaska that are heavily Federal! 

Mr. DaFror. Yes; Anchorage, Fairbanks. 

Mr. Wier. You have other parts of the Territory of Alaska that are 
not heavily Federal? 

Mr. Daror. That is right. 

Mr. Wier. Under a procedure in the States here, the local school 
district makes the application and applies for eligibility ? 

Mr. Daror. That is right. 

Mr. Wrer. No matter what is surrounding it. Is that true of 
Alaska ? 

Mr. Daror. Anchorage, Fairbanks, and so forth do. 

Mr. Wrer. And only the children in that area are counted for eli- 
gibility; is that correct ? 

Mr. Daror. For any one of the district schools they take the children 
within the confines of their district and they make their applications 
separately. There are 12 of those, 12 of those districts who are par- 
ticipating now. 

P- addition to that, we have the Alaska E-1, which is all the rest 
of it. 

Mr. Wier. You are treated much as the States are treated? 

Mr. Daror. We are treated adequately and we hope to continue to 
be kept under title IV, making application for building assistance. 

iia fact that we can’t localize for a specific location where we have 
a need—— 

Mr. Wier. That is what I am referring to. 

Mr. Daror. That is identically the same as the State. 

The point that gives us trouble is this unhoused proposition, estab- 
lishing eligibility. 

We may have places 10 years ago where a school was built. There 
was a fine village there. Maybe their economic base dropped out from 
under them, now they are 500 miles away working on some other 
project. 

So I have a pupil capacity for 30 youngsters out there. 

Over here in another area I need it for 30. When you add the whole 
thing up, you are housed and unhoused and your building capacity, 
you may come out without eligibility for it. Yet you have a dis- 
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tinct anda crying need in a loca] area which is primarily Federal or 
all Federal. 


That is the thing that bothers us. 

Mr. Wier. I am trying to pinpoint the problem that is cumber- 
some to you in the Territory as against the State operation. 

Mr. Daror. That is the one that is. It is because in trying to 
establish —— unhoused ehildren you are considering everything all 
over the Territory and some of those things are 2,000 miles apart, you 
see; whereas, in the local district, if you have extra housing in this 
section of the district, you will rezone or reshift pupils, something 
like that, trans them in. We can’t do that. 

Mr. Wier. at is the reply of the department when you find in 
this distriet there is a substantial number of Federal employees mak- 
ing applications for two more schoolrooms in that area? 

Mr. Daror. Under title IV, the reply is that I cannot localize an 
application; that the law presently does not permit it. 

Mr. Wier. What do you mean by localize ? 

Mr. Daror. To pinpoint it down to a specific location—as I men- 
tioned, Tok Junction. 

Under Title IV, I can’t pinpoint an application down to there and 
say I need capacity for 40 pupils here because I have to prove all over 
the whole Territory in its entirety that IT have an unhoused condition. 

Maybe I don’t territorywide, when I consider here I have a elass- 


room I am not using, but it is a thousand miles away. It doesn’t do 
me a bit of good. 


That is the key to the situation there. 

I discussed it. with Mr. Lillywhite and discussed it again the other 
day. My first statement was that it isnot logical and we can’t operate 
on the grounds whether it is logical. 

If the law does not provide for that specific type of location, it just 
doesn’t. 

Mr. Wier. I can understand that kind of problem existing in your 
wide expanse among no man’s land. In the other districts it does not. 

Mr. Daror. It does not bother them there. 

Mr. Wier. You cannot localize in a community where Uncle Sam 
moves in and overerowds what facilities you have there. You can- 
not localize and you cannot prove eligibility. 

Mr. Daror. In the district schools you can. 

Mr. Wier. How do schoolhouses get district authority ? 

Mr. Daror. How does what, sir? 

Mr. Wrer. How do your areas up there get that district authority? 

Mr. Darog. They incorporate under Territory law. 

Mr. Wier. So the unincorporated districts are run at random? 

Mr. Daror. That is right; they are run under my office, the whole 
works. 

Mr. Wier. That clarifies the problem. 

That is all. 

Mr. Perxrns. What do you do in an area that is heavily federall 
affected and you know the school children will not be there, the instal- 
lation is i that it is only temporary? Do you build temporary 
housing for the school children? 

Mr. Daron. We have done quite a little bit with prefabricated and 
precut buildings that we use in particular instances. On many of 


78765—56——138 
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these radar installations perhaps you will only have the youngsters 
in there for 6 months mie pets can’t pin them down long enough. 

We take care of them either by temporary type of building or some 
of that type of thing. 

Mr. Wier. A portable school? . 

Mr. Daror. Yes, we are using a lot of those, particularly in the 
remote areas. Southern 2 Fea is developing very rapidly as far as 

ulp mills and that type of thing goes. 
’ There we are not seam about Federal assistance for construc- 
tion. We are telling the companies that come in that it is up to 
them to furnish school facilities in. connection with their logging 
camps. We will furnish everything else. 

We are using that approach to it. It is taking care of the need in 
that area. 

Mr. Perkins. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Darogr. Thank you. 

Mr. Perkins. We have with us Mr. Reid Ross, superintendent of 
Fayetteville, N. C., city schools. I think he is sor a TY by I. B. 
Hudson, superintendent of schools, Onslow County, N. C. 

Will you gentlemen come around ? 


STATEMENT OF REID ROSS, SUPERINTENDENT OF FAYETTEVILLE, 
N. C., CITY SCHOOLS, ACCOMPANIED BY I. B. HUDSON, SUPERIN- 
TENDENT OF ONSLOW COUNTY SCHOOLS, NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Ross. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Reid 
Ross, superintendent of Fayetteville city schools, North Carolina. 

This is Mr. I. B. Hudson, superintendent of Onslow County schools 
of North Carolina. 

Mr. Perrys. Before you gentlemen proceed, I would like to inter- 
rupt you just for a moment to welcome some high-school seniors from 
Wolfe County, Ky. 

Mr. Hupson. We also would like to weleome them. 

Mr. Perkins. Yesterday we had a group of seniors from Bath 
County, Ky. I told the committee that the congressional district 
which I am privileged to represent contains about one-fifth of Ken- 
tucky in area and it looks as though about every group that comes 
up here is from the district that I represent. 

We are conducting hearings this morning for the purpose of extend- 
ing educational bills to assist approximately 3,000 87 districts over 
the Nation affected by Federal activities. That is to try to give them 
some money to operate the plants, to assist them in operating the 
plants, and assist them in constructing school buildings. 

I am delighted to see you, the seniors of Wolfe County, here this 
morning. 

I en, 704 Ross back there with them. I certainly hope you have a 
fine trip and an enjoyable trip here in the city. 

Proceed. 


Mr. Ross. Mr. Chairman, we are from federally affected areas in 
North Carolina. Of course, in Cumberland County in the area imme- 
diately adjacent to Fayetteville we have the Fort Bragg Military 
Reservation, the home of the 82d Airborne, and Mr. Hudson in Onslow 
County has the Camp Lejeune Marine Base. 
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We.want to endorse the comments that. have been made here this 
morning in regard to 815, the proposed changes that the bill pro- 
vides. * 

Without going into that, I would like just briefly to comment on 
874, which we also want to endorse and to give what we think are a, 
few valid reasons for this bill as you have it here. 

Certainly I think a great deal of time this morning in the testimony 
has been devoted to the 3-percent absorption, as to the elimination of 
which we certainly concur in the statements which have been made. 

In regard to number two, the military personnel giving us credit. 
for inner defense connected area for military personnel when they are 
transferred to some other area, we have constantly in Fayetteville 
military personnel being sent for duty overseas and their family re- 
maining in Fayetteville during their term overseas. 

Of course, when that happens we no longer receive compensation 
for them, 

We have made an investigation in regard to these families, as to 
whether, of course, we would expect any native families there, or the 
wives and children to remain, but we have quite a high percentage of 
nonnative families remaining when their husbands go overseas be- 
cause of Fort Bragg being such a large base and the personnel com- 
ing there, a lot of them later coming back there to live; we are grow- 
ing very rapidly. 

Our school system, for example, has 13 percent more pupils than 
we had last year. This provision in here that would put a floor under, 
the compensation would greatly relieve the burden on the local com- 
munity, our local school system in Fayetteville. 

I just give this example. In regard to 1V—A, a pupil in North 
Carolina, we receive approximately $85. 

Now, we have the high school pupils from Fort Bragg. We have 
an elementary school on the reservation at Fort Bragg, but the high 
school pupils are transported into the Fayetteville city schools. 

Now, our average cost in Fayetteville for educating a child, our 
average annual cost runs in round figures about $195 a year. That 
is for all children. 

All of us know that when you break down high school and elemen- 
tary, for example, that your cost is considerably higher in high school. 
Ours would run approximately $240 a year for our high school. 

I know that to some of you that may seem low. 

Mr. Ruopes. May I ask what percentage of that cost is paid by the 
State of North Carolina. 

Mr. Ross. We have in North Carolina a partially State-supported 
system. 

Mr. Ruopes. About 75 or 80 percent, is it not? 

Mr. Ross. It would not run that high in Fayetteville. Say of our 
$195 we would get approximately $110 to $115 from the State, not as 
an equalization, but as an allocation from the State for the basic 
teachers’ salaries. 

Mr. Ruopes. Based on average daily attendance? 

Mr. Ross. Based on average daily attendance for the year. 

Mr. Chairman, we would like to point out this: in regard to the tax 
system that we have in North Carolina for the support of schools 
where the money is collected from the counties and sent into the 
State.and then returned, I happen to be in a county, Cumberland 
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County, that pays into the State in taxes a little more than it gets 
back. Other counties do not. 

Just briefly, in North Carolina, the basic program is supported on 
the theory of collecting the taxes where the wealth is, and then allo- 
cating it on a per pupil basis, which means that our people in Cum- 
berland County pay a higher percent of the State tax. 

Actually, what is the difference in the support of a school system 
whether the money is collected in a county and sent to the capital 
and back to the county or in another district in many sections of the 
country where there is very little State tax collected in a county or 
in an area, but it is paid directly into the school system. 

Actually the people in the area are paying the tax regardless of 
whether it goes to the State capital and back, or whether they pay it 
directly into the school system. 

Mr. Ruopes. I would agree with you, sir, but you are talking about 
impaction now, and certainly the impact on a local community would 
be a lot greater if there was no equalization among the citizens of 
the State. 

Now, the district you are talking about, of course, receives some 
money from the State and, therefore, the impact is not as great in 
that particular area as it would be if they had to shoulder the whole 
burden. 

Mr. Ross. Sir, actually if Cumberland County pays into the State 
more money in taxes than it gets back, which is the case in Cumber- 
land County, then I can’t see any difference. 

Mr. Ruopves. I am not advocating we ought to penalize North Caro- 
lina for doing what is right. I think you probably are taking care 
of your situation very nicely down there. 

But I did want to make the point that this is something we have 
to consider when we are talking about Federal impact. 

Mr. Ross. In that regard, and just using the Fort Bragg situation 
as an illustration, only the high-school children that we bring in there, 
and they are counted as “A” pupils, of course, we receive $85 a pupil. 
Actually, the cost there is approximately an average of $230 to $240. 
I don’t have the exact average, but I know the average in the high 
school runs higher. 

Then, if the Government, of course, educated those pupils which are 
defense connected and which are “A” pupils, it would cost, say, on 
the same basis as the school on the base, something over $200 a pupil, 
while we are getting $85. 

. N _ this floor that this bill proposes would greatly equalize that 
urden. 

We know, and of course you do, and we all recognize the fact that 
by these military installations the economy of the area is pir ice and 
increased, but we also know that that is over a long period of time. 

And where you have the children now, you have to take care of 
them. If it had not been for the help we received under 815 and 874, 
we could not have begun to have provided any sort of facilities for 
these children. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Chairman, that brings up another point that has 
been in my mind during this hearing. we should give some effect 
to the proposition that children whose parents have moved out of the 
area, but who still live in the area, should be taken care of when they 
are federally impacted, do you think there should be a time limit on 
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it? Should there be a time in the future when those pupils should 
have been absorbed by the local area ? 

Mr. Ross. I think that would be reasonable, 

However, normally, the tour of duty overseas for a man would not 
be more than 2 years. And where they leave their families it has been 
our experience with the Fort Bragg personnel going, that normally 
where they leave their families their tour of duty in the Pacific area, 
or Europe, usually does not run over a year or 14 months, something 
like that. 

Mr. Ruopes. I am sorry to interrupt you, but I presume you will 
tell us how many pupils are in this particular category. 

Mr. Ross. That is right. You mean in our Fort Bragg—— 

Mr. Ruopes. In the area which you represent. 

Mr. Ross. Yes; I will get to that. We have approximately 1,800 
defense connected, in round figures, and of that number we have about 
350 that are the “A” pupils and the balance are listed as “B.” They 
do not live on the military post. 

Mr. Ruopes. What about the children whose fathers are overseas 
and who still reside in the area ¢ 

Mr. Ross. That number varies so. We checked one time there, Out 
of our average daily attendance of 1,800, we had to drop some 30 or 
40 pupils because their fathers had duty overseas. 

Mr. Ruopes. That was in the space of a year, for instance? 

Mr. Ross. Yes; that was in the base. 

Mr. Ruopes, The pupils were still there, but you had dropped them 
because the parents were not in the area ? 

Mr. Ross. That is right. 

Mr. Ruopgs. That was out of 1,800? 

Mr. Ross. Yes. I might say 50 during the year. 

Mr. Wier. While you are on that subject, not for interruption pur- 
poses, but I would like to clarify something. 

You are one of a number that are affected by this particular con- 
dition. I remember well in 1949 and 1950 when this legislation was 
in the process of enactment or development, our language generally 
applied to federally impacted children and the thought was that those 
who live on Federal property came in one classification; those that 
were employed for the Federal Government or in the military service 
on any basis would be included in the entitlement, and counted as such. 

Now, we have this distinction that has come to light in the last 
couple years. Inthe production bases Uncle Sam took over communi- 
ties, like atomic energy or ordnance plant, or something with a pro- 
ductive capacity, on Government tay te and operated by the Gov- 
ernment. We have people who are brought in there for work and 
who bring their families. 

There comes a time when that plant closes down or they have the 
cutbacks and layoffs so that the production worker is through. 

His children remain there, and in many of your areas down South 
they continue to stay there because of the cheap rent and there was no 
other opportunity for employment at the moment. 

But, nevertheless, he was through as far as Government was con- 
cerned, So the committee felt that that was the end of his Federal 
service. 

But that is not true with the serviceman. From the expressions 
that-I-have heard here in this committee, many of you are being penal- 
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ized now not with the thought and intentions of this committee in 
1949 and 1950, because this veteran or this soldier who brought his 
wife down to these camps is still in the service of the Government and 
will be until he is separated from the service. 

It was our intention, if I remember correctly, that as long as the 
soldier was in the employ of the Government either in military or in 
production, as long as he was there he had this coverage. 

But apparently the soldier has been treated the same as a closed- 
down production plant. The minute he is shifted from that localit 
they treat him as though he has been separated from Uncle Sam’s 
service, which I think is quite erroneous. Through no fault of this 
veteran or this family, Uncle Sam has decided that his family can 
stay there or should stay there because he will return to that base for 
separation or further assignment. 

So I just do not see a condition here that ought to be treated on the 
sume basis. The production worker who has been covered while on 
the payroll and for Uncle Sam is through, positively through, but the 
soldier is still subject to Uncle Sam and his children that are at this 
point where his wife and the family are waiting for his return, I think 
ought to be continued. 

I am very frank about that. That was the intention of the com- 
mittee, but we did not run into that until we found that they were 
interpreting the law in the department that the soldier was to be 
treated exactly the same as a production worker who was through. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do you think it would be wise, though, to put in a 
proviso that if the veteran is living in the area from which he entered 
the service, that there would be no Federal impaction involved? 

Mr. Wier. That is something else again. Uncle Sam is encourag- 
ing our younger soldiers to bring the families because the Pentagon 
says we are getting a better soldier and more contented and satisfied 
soldier and he is not getting into bad company. 

Mr. Ruoves. I would like to ask the witness about that. 

Mr. Ross. As I understand your question, in other words, if natives 
‘of Fayetteville, say in our case, happen to be at Fort Bragg and their 
husband is sent over ? 

Mr. Ruopes. Or they happen to be somewhere else and he is sent 
overseas and they move back. 

Mr. Ross. I think that there would be some basis there for dis- 
tinguishing between the two. I can, of course, appreciate the fact that 
if they go back to a non-Federal impacted area, why, there would be 
no compensation. 

On the other hand, you have this question in these Federal impacted 
areas of your rapid increase, for example, where in North Carolina the 
incerase is about 414 percent and ours in Fayetteville 1314 percent this 
‘year over last, but I can see some reason for that ; yes. 

Mr. Perkins. Are there any further questions’ 

Thank you, gentlemen, very much. 

Mr. Ross. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. 

Mr. Ruopes. I understand that Mr. Ross went to school with the 
clerk of the committee, Mr. Hussey. 

' Mr. Ross. Yes, quite a number of years ago. Fred and I went to 
the University of North Carolina together. 
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Mr. Hupson. I have the honor of coming from the district of Con- 
gressman Barden. I would like to thank the Congress and all the 
committee for their assistance in the past. 

Mr. Perxrns. Did you not appear here on a previous occasion 

Mr. Hupson. No, sir. Iam from the Cam 5 Mas area. But for 
the assistance we received we would have been licked. 

Actually, we had a town in 1941 of about 800 people. Now we have 
about 12,000 people. 

I am not in such a fortunate position as Mr. Ross is, my colleague 
over here, by reason of the fact that we were an entirely rural area and 
all this growth that has been experienced there has been by virtue of 
this Camp Lejeune moving there. 

We certainly had the finest cooperation from Congressman Barden 
at all times tod his able office staff and the Congress. 

Mr. Perkins. We appreciate your being here this morning, sir. 

Mr. Wier. I had the pleasant experience of spending 3 days down 
there in North Carolina, but Barden, of course, took us to his home 
district of Cherry Point. 

Mr. Perkins. Is Mr. Butler here; Professor Butler ? 

Mr. Butter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Perxrns. I understand you wish to make a statement. If you 
do, come around and we will be pleased to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF S. B. BUTLER, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS OF 
GROTON, CONN. 


Mr. Burier. I am superintendent of schools of the town of Groton, 


Conn. Irepresent the board of education of that town. 

Mr. Wier. Is that a submarine base ? 

Mr. Butter. Yes, sir. It is a town of something over 30,000 now. 
It was 10,000 in the 1940 census. 

Within its borders are the United States naval submarine base, a 
Coast Guard training station, and a considerable portion of the plant 
of the Electric Boat Division of General Dynamics Division is feder- 
ally owned. 

r. Seeley-Brown, of the Second Congressional District, who has 
always been an energetic supporter of this legislation had a heavy day 
and T did not press him to come over this morning, but I believe he 
will file a statement with your committee. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
HOovusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. O., April 19, 1956. 
Hon. Cart D, PERKINS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. OC. 


DEAR COLLEAGUE: I would be most grateful if you would cause the enclosed 
statement to be included in the record of the hearings currently being held on 
legislation to amend and extend public laws relating to Federal aid to educa- 
tion and school construction. 

Thanking you for your courtesy, and with all good wishes, 

Very sincerely, 
Horace S&ery-Brown, Jr., M. C., 
Second Connecticut District. 
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STATEMENT OF Horace SEELY-BRowNn, Jr., M. C., Seconp ConNecTiIcUT Districr 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much being given the opportunity to present 
this statement in support of legislation to amend and extend public laws relat- 
ing to Federal aid to education and school construction. 

As we all know, the school population of many districts has been greatly in- 
creased by the swift growth of defense activities. In the State of Connecticut 
there are numerous localities which have been affected by tremendous growth 
in the school population. Several of these localities are within my own con- 
gressional district, and, consequently, I have firsthand knowledge of the serious 
budgetary problems facing the towns in their efforts to meet the operating 
expenses of the schools in the districts overburdened by Federal activities. 

Insofar as Public Law 874 is concerned, it is certainly my hope that the 
law will be extended for another 2 years beyond June 30, 1957. In my opinion, 
an extension of this law will be necessary so long as the Federal impacts which 
it is designed to compensate are present. 

The 3 percent absorption feature of the act, the operation of which has been 
postponed for 3 years in succession, 1 year at a time, should be eliminated, I 
believe, through June 30, 1957, and for the 2 proposed years of the act’s exten- 
sion, if not permanently. If this feature should be operative in 1956-57, it is 
estimated that the aggregate loss for affected towns in the State of Connecticut 
alone would be no less than $600,000, or 50 percent. 

I am also in favor of extending eligibility as federally connected pupils for 
those children of military personnel who were sent to Federal installations 
in any locality on military orders in the first place, just as long as the children 
still reside in the locality, even following transfers of parents to other assign- 
ments on military orders. In the past it has been necessary to take such children 
off the lists from the day the parents were transferred (unless also resident on 
Federal property), under the restriction that employment on Federal property 
must be within the State or reasonable commuting distance thereof. Such chil- 
dren became a Federal responsibility on their original arrival to the extent that 
parents were employed on tax exempt property. Insofar as tax resources are 
concerned, the town is no better off after the parent is transferred to another 
station than when the parent lived in the original locality. 

Another provision of vital concern to school districts in my area is that deal- 
ing with the extension of the federally connected residential status of children 
who reside in federally owned housing, for a period of 1 year following the 
fiscal year during which the Federal housing is disposed of. Numerous public 
housing projects in my district are slated for disposal in the near future. Under 
the best of conditions, an inevitable lapse of time will occur before there is a 
tax yield from the residences. In one area alone, the schools stand to lose an 
estimated $100,000 during the first year that the children from these projects are 
no longer counted. This is in addition to a somewhat higher figure which the 
town stands to lose from its payments in lieu of taxes. 

The provision of H. R. 10227 dealing with Public Law 815 in which I am 
most interested also bears on the imminent disposal of Federal housing units. 
Any extension of Public Law 815 would presumably provide for construction aid 
based on the overall increase in any community of federally connected pupils 
over the 2-year period, 1956-58, following the pattern of previous extensions. 
The loss of federally connected status for children residing on projects dis- 
posed of would make impossible any construction aid to meet increases in chil- 
dren on projects in other portions of the town. In view of the fact that prac- 
tically all towns would be critically affected if they had to provide school facilities 
to house further increases in federally connected children elsewhere within 
its borders, I believe it is in the best interest of all concerned to permit the 
counting of children in former federally owned projects as still federally con- 
nected for the purpose of the comparative enrollment computations involved. 

I most earnestly urge your committee to give consideration to the specific 
points which I have discussed. I am sure that the particular provisions to which 


I have referred are as applicable to many other localities as they are to towns 
within my own congressional district. 


I would appreciate the opportunity of speaking, and shall try to 
do so as briefly as possible. 

We are ially interested in certain features of H. R. 10227 in 
our town. We are, of course, concerned that the legislation be re- 
newed for 2 years in each case, 874 and 815, as provided in this bill. 
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This legislation has been a life-saver for our town. We feel that 
it has been well administered and that on the whole its provisions have 
been just and equitable. 

We favor the provision in the bill to eliminate the operation of 3 
percent, so-called absorption feature for the remainder of the present 
life of the bill through June 30, 1957, and hope that it will be taken 
out of the extension. 

For the past 2 or 3 years the Congress recognizing the undesirability 
of this feature, the hardship that it works on many communities, has 
postponed its effect from year to year. We have been very grateful 
for that. 

So far as our town is concerned, the elimination of it for this next 
year oo keep us from a loss of a little over $20,000 in revenue from 
this bill. 

heb that the Federal responsibility should extend to all pupils 
affee ° 

That $20,000 is perhaps not a large amount out of the total amount. 
Our annual payments under 874 are now approaching $350,000, but 
$20,000 is half a mill. 

The grants which are paid, helpful and generous as they are, repre- 
sent about 30 percent of our budget together with the payments in 
lieu of taxes. 

Our impact is approximately 40 percent. Sixty percent of our 
children are federally connected one way or another, but about a little 
over a third of those are connected both by residence and parents’ em- 
ployment and the other two-thirds are connected either by residence 
of parents’ employment. 

e are the most heavily impacted town in our State. In many 
other school districts which are dependent in part on the benefits of 
Public Law 874, the percentage reduction would be much greater. 

I made a rough estimate from a table I prepared a couple years ago 
for all the affected towns in the State, the loss would be about $600,000; 
something over 50 percent of the payments that do go into them. 

Our loss is less, percentagewise, use of the Fact that our Fed- 
eral impact is heavier and he 3 percent applies to the remaining non- 
Federal portion of the amount to be deducted from your affected 
pupils percentagewise is less. 

We are interested also in the provision for permitting the children 
of parents who are transferred from the area on military orders to 
continue still as federally connected pupils so long as they reside in the 
school district. 

It frequently happens with us that families will move into the 
area or & family will move into the area, say, because he has been as- 
signed to the submarine Oroaker, which has its home port there at 
our submarine base. After he has been there a year or two, he may 
be pansy ie « to the Red Fin, which may be at Portsmouth, N. H., 
or maybe at N olk, Va. 

Since that is outside the State, the moment that the parent is trans- 
ferred the children are no longer federally connected. 

The amount involved is not large. A few days ago I estimated the 
total number of pupils that would be involved this year in terms of 
ave daily attendance, and it was about 42. And that would repre- 
sent about 4,600 in income additional to what they have now. 
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There is an incidental factor which has not been mentioned pre- 
viously, that it makes our pupil accounting very complex to have to 
keep tract of the moves of the parents of these children. _ We try to 
do it and do it faithfully and take them off our records if they are 
off at the end of January, well, their attendance just counts for half 
a year, and so on. 

Another feature of the bill in which we are greatly intersted is that 
which permits children of parents on Federal housing properties to 
retain their Federal residential status for a period of 1 year following 
the end of the fiscal year during which the Federal Government has 
disposed of the properties. 

A number of school districts throughout the country are facing that 
kind of problem, and we are. There are 1,640 units of Federal hous- 
ing in our town representing two large housing projects under the 
Public Housing Administration which are scheduled for disposal and 
sale either to the municipality or to private owners. They represent 
approximately 1,450 pupils in terms of average daily attendance. 

The serious problem which the community faces is the transition 
period before hei residences are again picked up on the grand list 
and give the town a tax yield comparable to the payments in lieu of 
taxes and the Federal grants under Public Law 874. 

For us, in the first year after these children are no longer federally 
connected, it would mean a loss of $99,500 from our net entitlement 
under the grant under Public Law 874. 

In addition to a loss to the town for general municipal purposes 
including schools of $106,000. 

There are 5 mills on our grand list which it would take 2 or 3 years 
at least to pick up. 

We are very much interested in that feature of the law. 

Mr. Seely-Brown, our Congressman, has been quite close to that 


housing situation. 

Mr. Moma He has appeared before the committee on that very 
point on several previous occasions. 

Mr. Butter. Of the provisions of H. R. 10227 for amending Public 
Law 815, we are most interested in one that also relates to these hous- 
ing developments. As I understand the provision, the children on 
former Federal housing developments which have been disposed of at 
private sale may continue to count as federally connected for the pur- 
pose of determining the overall increase in a school district of federally 
connected pupils. 

Now, even though these are disposed of, the children will still be in 
town and we are getting increases elsewhere in town, notably in the 
United States Navy area where there are two large housing projects, 
including one title VIII that has been occupied for only a year. 

In addition to that we are having large increases of federally con- 
nected pupils living in private housing projects due to a renewed 
expansion of the Electric Boat Co. which is now underway. Those in- 
creases are going to require some new school contributions. 

Mr. Perkins. New housing projects you are speaking about ? 

Mr. Burtrr. Yes, sir; but the eligibility for the payment of con- 
struction grants has been based according to the patterns of extension 
of 815 which have been voted up to now, are based on the increases in 
federally connected pupils over the year from which the count previ- 
ously came. 
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‘With the children from the 1,640 unit housing projects out of the 
count it will take us 5 or 6 years and perhaps more than that, to show 
an overall increase and yet the problem is elsewhere in the town due to 
change in poliey of the Government. 

So that this provision that does not penalize the town for the loss 
in one section to meet a problem in another may be of considerable im- 
portance to us. 

Mr: Chairman, we are in favor of all of the provisions of H. R. 
10227. We have studied them carefully with our colleagues from else-’ 
where in the country. But I have spoken on the fatures which are of 
most importance to our community, the town of Groton, Conn. 

Thank you for the opportunity of presenting this. 

Mr. Perxtns. Did you ever have any impact brought about pri- 
marily from the Coast Guard activities and submarine base and other 
governmental activities up there? Have you been able to house the 
school children, or do you have many of them on a part-time basis? 

Mr. Burier. Mr. Chairman, that is to the operation of Public Law 
815, on February 1 of this year we had housing for all of our children 
on a Pere schedule for the first time since 1941, except for a brief 
yeriod, 

It is testimony to the beneficence of Public Law 815 for us. 

Our problem is going to continue to grow, but as of the moment and 

rimarily due to the funds which were available to our town under 
Public Law 815 and for which it qualified we have a seat for every 
child and rooms for all children. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do you have any equalization law in Connecticut ? 

Mr. Burier. No, sir. The State does participate in the financing of, 
local public education, but the law is not on an equal basis. The law 
is on a sliding scale of the numbers of pupils, the rate going down as 
the numbers go up. 

Our State’s contribution presently for our town is between 21 and 
22 percent of our budget. 

Mr. Ruopes. Your State makes no effort to distribute the money on 
the basis of need, or the basis of cost per pupil ! 

Mr. Burier. No; there is no relation to either of those factors. 

hg is a requirement that the community must expend $200 per 
pupil. 

Mr. Ropes. From its own tax resources / 

Mr. Butter. No; overall. 

Mr. Prerxins. Mr. Wainwright. 

Mr. Watnwaicurt. I would like to say there is just 25 miles of border 
separating my home and Groton on Long Island. 

Do you have any students from Fishers Island that come over and 
take their high-school courses in your school district ? 

Mr. Burier. No; we don’t. 

Mr. Watnwrieut. No. 

Mr. Butier. To the best of my knowledge they take care of them- 
selves over there. If they came across the water they would probably 
go to New London, which is across the river, although it is better 
known than Groton, it is no longer larger than Groton. 

Mr. Perxins. We certainly appreciate your appearing here and 
detailing concisely just how these laws have operated. I appreciate 
your suggestions, 

Mr. Bourier. Thank you, sir. 
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Mr. Perxrns. At this time the committee will recess until either 3 
or 3:30 this afternoon. 

The representatives of NAACP will testify at that time. 

(Thereupon, at 12 noon, the committee was recessed, to reconvene 
at 3 p. m., same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Perxins. We are certainly gina to have you put in your appear- 
ance to present the views of the NAACP. — 
If at this time you will give the committee your name, you may 


proceed in your own way. We will be delighted to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE MITCHELL, DIRECTOR OF THE WASH- 
INGTON BUREAU OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE 
ADVANCEMENT OF COLORED PEOPLE 


Mr. Mrrcneri. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am Clarence Mitchell, director of the Washington bureau of the 
National Association for the Advancement of Colored People. 

Before giving my formal statement, Mr. Chairman, I want to say 
a word of appreciation to you for the years of cooperation that you 
have given on matters in the civil-rights field. There are a great many 

ple who think that people who believe in civil rights only live in 
Sinrwachuinette; Oregon, and Minnesota. But all who know you know 
that your record shows that in the State of Kentucky there are a lot 
of people also who believe in civil rights. I just want to take this 
opportunity to thank you for your past cooperation and assistance. 

Our statement is as follows: 

The NAACP has been seeking an amendment to Public Laws 874 
and 815 for a number of years. The text of the amendment we seek 
is set forth in the Con ional Record of January 24, 1956, page 1033. 

This was worded, Mr. Chairman, in order to conform to the lan- 
guage of the Kelley bill which came out of the committee. 

Mr. Perxtns. Yes. 

Mr. Mrrcwett (reading) : 

{State plans shall] provide that school facilities of the State are open ‘toe 
children without regard to race, in conformity with the requirements of 
United States Supreme Court decisions; except that if a State plan does not 
provide, it shall not prevent payment of funds authorized under this act to 


such State for use in counties or other political subdivisions within the State 
that are operating their schools in conformity with the said Supreme Court 


decisions. 

Mr. Chairman, a little later on in my testimony I refer to Hoxie, 
Ark. That is a community which has integrated its schools. Under 
the terms of our amendment, even though the State of Arkansas has 
not integrated as a matter of State pony the fact that the community 
of Hare has integrated would make it eligible for benefits under this 

roposal. 
. he amendment also provides that in instances where States are 
not in compliance money earmarked for them would be available when 
they do comply. 
think it is important to mention that because it is often said that 
if States do not agree to obey the Supreme Court decision, under the 
terms of our amendment they would, for a long time, be prevented 
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from getting any Federal help. The objective that we had in mind 
when we made our proposal was that if there should be areas or States 
where people did not immediately conform to the Supreme Court de- 
cision, money would be held in eserow, so to speak, so that at such 
time as they did comply that money would be available to them. . 

Congressman Adam C. Powell is the sponsor of that amendment in 
the House. Necessarily, of course, there would be a need for some 
revision of the structure of this amendment in order to make it con- 
form to whatever bill this suabeommittee approves. 

Usually, we have been told by the Members of Congress that the 
amendment we seek should be held in abeyance until the Supreme 
Court acted on the school segregation cases. The Court has acted and, 
as Members of Congress know, there are some States which are cur- 
rently pursuing a program of defiance. 

Some testimony on the extent of this defiance was presented to the 
full Committee on Education and Labor in the House and to the 
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

Subsequently, there has been discussion of the principle of the 
amendment we seek on the floor of Congress, in numerous newspaper 
articles, and on radio and television. These debates boil down to a 
few major points. They are as follows: 

1. Is the request for this type of amendment a new procedure? 

2. Now that the Supreme Court has acted in the school segregation 
cases, be it necessary for Congress to pass an amendment of the kind 
we see 

3. Is it possible to get a bill through if this amendment is a part of it? 

4. Does this amendment represent a Federal encroachment on the 
rights of the States? 

The inclusion of civil rights amendments in broad legislation 1s noc 
new. For example, the Selective Service Act contains an amendment 
forbidding discrimination. The Hill-Burton Act also contains an 
amendment forbidding discrimintaion. What makes a difference now 
is that the word “discrimination” is clearly defined to rnean segrega- 
tion. Most of the opponents of the amendment are not objecting to it 
because of its merits, but because it represents a political hazard for 
some Officials in the South. 

I would like to emphasize the word “some,” because it is my opinion, 
Mr. Chairman, that there are a great many areas of the South, prob- 
ably more than people who live in the South realize, where it is not 
veel a political hazard to face up to the duties that one has in carrying 
out the requirements of the Supreme Court decision. 

The question of whether this problem will be dealt with by the Ex- 
ecutive branch has been answered in the negative. 

We have had a lot of statements on the floor and in other places to 
the effect that if the Executive branch of the Government would do its 
duty it would be willing to act and capable of acting without Congress 

oing so. 

Mr. Metcalf, a member of the full committee, has said again and 
again that it is his opinion that some restraint ought to be placed on the 
giving of Federal funds to the States where there is defiance by legis- 
lative action. However, it is his contention that this ought to be done 
by the Executive branch of Government rather than by Congress. I 
think that the record now makes it pretty clear that the Executive 
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branch is not going to do what it ought to do in this matter unless the 
Congress acts. 

Recently, this subcommittee heard an official of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare express opposition to the Udall 
amendment which merely seeks to benefit areas that need funds to 
accomplish integration. 

We would like to make it very clear for the record that we do not 
consider the Udall proposal a substitute for the Powell proposal. But 
I think it is fair to say that Mr. Udall had this kind of proposal: He 
said if there was a locality in which integration was being held up be- 
cause money was not available to build schools, he wanted to make it 
possible for such a locality to get Federal aid. I understand that at 
one point in these current hearings a representative of HEW was over 
here and Mr. Udall raised some question about whether the Udall 
proposal would be acceptable. I understand that the HEW people 
said they did not regard it with any approval. 

Mr. Perxrns. That happened a couple of weeks ago here. 

Mr. MircueLt. The President's statements at his press conferences 
and policy statements by other officials show clearly that, unless Con- 

ress acts, the chief remedy available to the victims of injustice will 
be court action. Such action is not only costly, but it is apparent that 
some judges in the southern State courts are now actively ae to 
prevent those who seek their civil rights from being represented by 
counsel of their own choosing. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, this is amazing at this period in Ameri- 
can history. People can go before a court with counsel of their own 
choosing and in a court where it has jurisdiction the judge will say, 
“You cannot be represented by these lawyers.” That happened in 
Montgomery, Ala., the other day, when persons who were charged 
with violating an Alabama law with reference to boycotts on business 
appeared before the judge surrounded by their lawyers and the jud 
promptly disqualified 3 or 4 of their lawyers, saying they could not 
represented by them. 

An inewadible amount of abuse has been heaped upon Mr. Powell 
and those of us who seek an antisegregation amendment. Usually, 
those who make the attacks have not read the amendment. They base 
ine  aaceaeeained on the argument that such an amendment will kill 
the bill. 

This is the kind of reasoning that led to world disaster at Munich. 
It is a terrible indictment of the legislative process. In effect, it argues 
that a handful of Senators and Representatives are more powerful than 
all of the others combined. 

If those who seek to kill our amendment would devote their energies 
to finding ways of overcoming legislative roadblocks, there would be 
no chance for a filibuster to kill this or any other similar bill. 

If the National Education Association and other education grou 
ever turned their tremendous lobbying activity against those who 
would try to kill the bill because it contains a fair amendment, there 
avould be very few who would dare to get on the floor and filibuster. 

The argument that this type of amendment interferes with local 
control of education is just a smokescreen to confuse the issue. Those 
who employ it usually resist free expression in fheir own States and 
communities. . 
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The classic example of outside interference is Hoxie, Ark. That 
comunity began integration of its schools and it immediately became 
the target of a wholesale invasion by Mississippi opponents of inte- 
gration. 
~ In that case they actually had to cross the State line in order to 
come in and try to intimidate those poor people in Arkansas. 

The White Citizens Councils have carried on a disgusting and wholly 
un-American propaganda campaign against the stout-hearted men 
and women of. Hoxie who agreed to uphold the Constitution of the 
United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I refer to “un-American” because I happen to be in 
possession of a copy of the Montgomery Advertiser of id 7, 1956, 
in which they talk about the campaign of the White Citizens Councils 
down in a hes called Dothan, Ala. There is this quote from Con- 
gressman John Bell Williams of Mississippi. John Bell Williams 
told a crowd attending a meeting of the Houston County Citizens 
Council that Mississippi would be glad to apologize for Attorney 
General Tom Clark ep Alabama will apologize for United States 
Supreme Court Justice Hugo Black. I be not know that the people 
of Alabama have anything to apologize for because they are repre- 
sented by an illustrious man like Mr. lack on the Court. He has had 
a distinguished career here in the Congress. He has been a Member 
of the Senate. He has had a wonderful career as a member of the 
Supreme Court. But that is the kind of thing that is being done to 
stir up trouble in the South. 

Had it not been for interference from the State officials, Arlington 


Oona Va.; Greensboro, N. C., and many other communities would 
e 


today be integrated, In Louisiana, even the Catholic Church is under 
attack by some elements because it plans to integrate schools in that 
State. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that many times when you have heard on 
the floor and otherwise people say that ““We do not want any outside 
interference with what we are doing down here in our State,” yet 
those same people down in Virginia and in North Carolina have pre- 
vented the integration of schools when communities in their States 
were ready to go forward with integration. 

In Batesburg, S. C., a Baptist Church has fired a white minister 
simply because it was reported that he favored the Supreme Court 
decision in the school segregation cases. This incident is of particu- 
lar importance because when the ouster vote was taken only about 30 
or 40 of the members of the congregation voted against the pastor. 
At least 200 were present, but most of them did not vote at all. Itisa 
plain fact that Gov. John Bell Timmerman and his father, who is a 
prominent member of the church, did not want a pro-integration 
pastor. 

That is an incident which is terrible as something in the annals of 
American history. As I understand it, this pastor was a man who had 
lessened the church debt. He had helped to bring a lot of improve- 
ments into the area. But he attended a meeting of church men at 
which there was a vote taken on whether they supported the Supreme 
Court decision. So far as I know, it was not even a record vote. But 
at some point somebody in the church asked him how he voted. He 
was honest enough to say that he voted for integration. Thereafter, 
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the church officials, one of whom is Governor Timmerman of South 
Carolina and the other is Judge Timmerman, a United States district 
judge, began work on him to get him out of there. When the church 
meeting was held there was such an atmosphere of intimidation that 
although there were several hundred people there, only 30 or 40 of 
them who were apparently committed to vote against him actually cast 
their ballots. The rest of them just sat on their hands and did not 
say anything. ; 

ederal aid for defense impacted area schools is vitally important. 
Many communities seeking such aid have large school populations 
because of Federal activity. Yet, those who the aid try to plead 
that the local population will not aecept a requirement of integration. 

At the Shaw Air Force Base in Sumter, S. C., children of parents 
who come from all over the United States are forced to attend a 
segregated school. 

As I understand that situation at the Shaw Base, the white children 
are permitted to attend a school which is near the base where the 
colored children have to go some 12 miles into another place for their 
schooling. 

Why should South Carolina be permitted to make children from 
California and New York submit to segregation? Our Government 
would not tolerate that kind of indignity in Germany or Japan, our 
late enemies, and it should not permit it in South Carolina or anywhere 
else. 

Approval of this amendment will show the people of benefited 
areas that when they seek Federal aid they must be at least willing to 
obey the requirements of the United States Constitution. 

Mississippi is one of the fiery opponents of the integration in the 
schools. Its representatives say that they do not want any Federal 
interference. Nevertheless, they actively seek Federal help on farm 
matters. Here, I would like to quote from a speech by Senator James 
Eastland which shows, more clearly than I could, how much Missis- 
sippi’s prosperity depends on the Federal Government: 

Your entire future prosperity, the welfare of yourself and your family, will 
depend in the future on the farm program of the Government of the United States. 
If we have higher price supports, you will prosper. If we don’t have higher 


price supports and a sound farm program, then we will all sink back into the 
poverty which we had in the 1930's. 


It ought to be apparent that if Mississippi needs Federal help for 
peanuts and cotton to prevent its economic collapse, it has more to 
gain by obeying all Federal] laws than it does by assuming a posture 
of childish defiance. 


I have just returned from the State of Alabama where I read the 


foDawing news story in the Montgomery Advertiser of Sunday, 
pril 8: 


Walter McKee, associate superintendent of the Montgomery public schools, 
will testify before a subcommittee of the House Education and Labor Committee 
in Washington, D. C., this week. Congressman Carl Elliott, Jasper, Ala., asked 
McKee to testify for the extension of Public Law 815 which has furnished 
$2,500,000 to Montgomery County for school buildings during the last 6 years. 
He also will testify for extension and amendments of Public Law 874 which has 
provided Montgomery with one-half million dollars for current operation of 
schools during that period, Federal Laws 815 and 874 provide aid to school 
systems which have a large number of children whose parents work or live on 
Federal property. 
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In this instance, Montgomery County has already gotten $2,500,000 
which it is spending in a State that requires its pu he officials to. run 
for office under the figure of chicken labeled “White Supremacy,” 
which is printed on every ballot. 

Mr, Chairman, I brought along a copy of a sample ballot down 
there under which these officials are supposed to run. Here, if I may, 
I would like to show it to you. Over the name of each candidate who 
runs for office is this chicken up at the top which says, “White Su- 
premacy,” and if yo want to get elected in white Alabama, you have 
to agree to run under the chicken feathers, so to speak. 

The Government of the United States cannot afford to ignore such 
cases as this. It should be glad to give Alabama every dollar that it 
needs for schools, but only if that money will be spent under the re- 
quirements of the United States Constitution. When the people of the 
defiant States realize that Federal benefits and obedience to the law 
of the land go hand in hand, many of our current problems will 
disappear. ‘ 

Signing of the southern manifesto against the United States Su- 
preme Court decision in the school cases is but another reminder that 
some of those who want the most from the Treasury of the United 
States are also the most reluctant to uphold the United States 
Constitution. 

I have some figures, for example, on some of these States which fig- 
ured very prominently in signing that manifesto. 

Here is Georgia, getting over $21 million a pone out of the Federal 
Treasury for education; Louisiana getting about $10 million; Mis- 
sissippi getting over $9 million; South Carolina getting over $12 mil- 
lion; and Virginia getting over $20 million. Those are the funds that 
they get under the various laws which now make it possible for the 
Federal Government to aid the States. 

Mr. Chairman, because of the statements that I have made here, we 
urge that this committee approve our amendment and we hope it will 
be a part of whatever bill is reported out. 

Mr. Perkins. We appreciate your comments, Mr. Mitchell, in pre- 
senting your views for the NAACP. 

Now Mr. Rhodes, do you care to ask the witness any questions? 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank the witness for 
coming here and giving us this statement. 

First, Mr. Mitchell, as the situation now is, the Supreme Court has 
acted on the question of segregation and in the decree, if I understand 
it correctly, it has stated that time should be given for desegregation. 


I am pe msinpdey how you would feel about the proposition of saying 


that as long as the Supreme Court has held nobody in contempt of their 
decree that that person or that school district or that State is not in 
contempt and therefore should be allowed to receive funds under a bill 
which already exists. Now, bear in mind, 815 and 874 have been on 
the books for quite some time. 
Mr. Mrreneit. That is right. 

_ Mr. Ruopes. I will tell you very frankly that we are much interested 
in continuing these two programs. I am wondering if, in other words, 
we do not have a different situation than the one we found when we had 
the Kelley bill up before us which was an entirely new program. 

_ Mr. No; Mr. Rhodes, what has happened in the past 
is that we have come to seek inclusion of this kind of an amendment 

76765—56——14 
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in the Public Laws 815 and 874. But usually we have been told, 
“Well, let us wait and see what the Supreme Court will do.” So 
that the reason the amendment is not in, assuming we could have 
gotten a vote on it, the reason it is not in is because the members 
took the position that we would wait and see what the Supreme Court 
would do. Thereafter we have tried to ask who administer this law 
to have as a requirement of getting funds that the local community 
obey the Supreme Court decision. But that, of course, has resulted 
in a letter from the Under Secretary of HEW saying they take the 
position that no funds will be withheld until there is a court decision 
which says that the locality is not in compliance. But this is the 
problem we face on the court decision and it is becoming increasingly 
serious. First, it is a money matter. It costs about $5,000 to handle 
one of these cases in a district court. Now, the State of Louisiana 
is setting what appears to be the pattern of resistance even to our going 
into court. The State has obtained an injunction, a temporary in- 
junction, against our organization which ties up our money, ties up 
our operations and has generally the effect of trying to put the organi- 
zation out of business. So you can see what will happen if we rely 
upon the court approach. First, there will be the money matter and 
thereafter there will be these legal roadblocks which will prevent any 
action. 

Mr. Ruopes. Would it not be true, Mr. Mitchell, that even if we 
put in an amendment such as the Powell amendment there would 
still be a question of fact for somebody to determine as to whether 
or not actually the schools were segregated? We can pass laws, but 
we have nothing to do with the enforcement of the laws or the deter- 
mination of the facts as they exist. On the other hand, I do not feel 
that the President or the Secretary of HEW should be put in the posi- 
tion of determining that,either. I think it isa matter for the courts to 
determine. The situation which you just described in Louisiana, as 
the facts are put before us, seems to me to indicate a lack of consti- 
tutionality on its face. I would imagine that you are certainly going 
to appeal the decision at least. ‘ 

Mr. Mrrcuexii. Yes; but meanwhile there is this legal tangle that 
we are in, the State issued a temporary injunction at a time when we 
were seeking to halt the State from action in a Federal court. The 
judge in the Federal court reprimanded the State and said they had 
no business issuing the injunction while we were seeking protection 
of the Federal Government, but he did not set aside the temporary 
injunction. So it is a very complicated thing. We are on our way 
up. We will undoubtedly fight it all the way. But it does seem to 
me that it is reasonable to expect that if we ask the Federal Govern- 
ment to determine whether the Bacon-Davis provision of these laws 
is enforced, if we ask the Federal Government to make a determina- 
tion on whether the money is being spent properly and there are 
provisions in this law for doing that, then there is nothing unreason- 
able about making some or ys Federal official responsible for 
determining whether there is this defiance of the Court by legislative 
act. I do not mean a defiance where somebody gets up and makes a 
speech, but if you haye a State, as we have in many of these cases, 
passing a law which says anybody who tries to intergrate the schools 
will never be able to teach in this State that is the Georgia law—then 
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it would seem that it is very clear that there is no intention to obey 
the Court. 


Mr. Ruopes. I certainly see your point. It is a very worrisome 
problem to all of us. 

Mr. Mrroneri. Yes. We just wish that it did not exist, but un- 
fortunately we are confronted with reality. 

Mr. Ruopes. I will yield to Mr. Wainwright, if I may. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. You know my views on the subject. So we do 
not have to go into that. But I still do not understand clearly as to 
why in prior years, even when Mr. Wier was chairman of the commit- 
tee, the NAACP did not raise this question. You say because you 
were told or the organization’s decision was to wait for the Supreme 
Court decision on this. But it would seem to me that at least testimony 
on it should have been presented. 

Mr. Mircneyi. Well, I will give you a most unfortunate occurrence 
as an illustration of the kind of roadblock that we had. When Mr. 
McConnell conducted the hearings in the 83d Congress, we had a 
problem before us about integration in schools on military posts. We 
were trying to get information on the number of schools that were 
involved and where they were located, that sort of thing. I asked Mr. 
McConnell for time to appear before the committee. We were refused 
the opportunity to appear. 

The only way this information got before the committee was Mr. 
Powell came in and when Mr. Lillywhite of the United States Office 
of Education was on the stand Mr. Powell asked him certain questions 
and therefore we were able to get into the record the location of these 


schools and things of that sort. We actually had om try to pretend 


over at the United States Office of Education and the Department of 
Defense that this information, which now appears in the record, was 
classified information and it could not be obtained. 

Mr. Warnwrigut. I am astonished at that. I frankly feel that 
there must be some mistake because I also know Mr. McConnell and 
I feel he shares much of the same views as I do, maybe not as ex- 
— but he certainly would not block somebody testifying on the 
vill. 

Mr. Mrrcnett. I hasten to say for Mr. McConnell that I have great 
respect for him and warm admiration. I think he knows very well 
that I have a high opinion of him because I have said so many times. 
But in this instance there appeared to be some kind of an agreement 
under which controversal questions just were not going to be permitted 
and this was not permitted. 

Mr. Warnwaicut. To go back further, I really do not know, maybe 
Mr. Wier knows, what happened. This came up in the 81st Congress. 
What happened then? Was that before your time, your leadership ? 

Mr. Mrrcene. In the 8ist Congress I was just coming in. We did 
make our views known. We did make an effort to get some action but 
then we were confronted with this problem. I want to approach this 
somewhat gingerly—— 

Mr. Warnwaeicut. It is a very “gingerly” problem. 

Mr. Mitenentt. Yes. In that period of the Congress there was a 
kind ‘of understanding that none of these controversial amendments 
would be presented on the Floor. One of the few people who were 
willing to offer them was the present attorney general of New York, 
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Mr. Javits. I cannot remember offhand. whether he did or did not 
offer an amendment but I know that he was dis to. I also know 
that there were very few other people who were disposed to consider it. 

Mr. WarnwricHt. Well, times have changed. Let me go to an- 
other question in this field. Many of the impacted areas where this 
money would go are actually on posts, military reservations, wholly 
on Government property. | mameend or believe from reading in 
the papers the policy statement of the President, the HEW and the 
Department of the Army and other services, that segregation on those 
military establishments did not exist. and that that had been corrected. 
I am now talking from 1953.0n. A high percentage of this money 
goes in that field. Consequently, what I would like to try to find out, 
and I am not even sure you know the answer, because it is a fact-and- 
figure thing, how much money are we talking about, how many schools 
are we talking about? In other words, how many schools are there 
where the segregation question does not even arise because they are 
on military reservations? 

Mr. Mrircne.z. I would say there must be some 40 or 50 installa- 
tions where the question does not arise and I am basing that-on this 
information which was put into the record by Mr. Lillywhite at the 
request of Congressman Powell. 

We also have a statement from Admiral. Will over at the Depart- 
ment of Defense. We raised a question about a school in Arkansas 
and another school in Maryland. One was at Fort Meade. I cannot 
remember the location of the other school which was in Arkansas. 

Mr. Wartnwricur. You mean on the posts? 

Mr. Mrrcwe.yi. These were schools on the post. And although the 
President had said they should be integrated, they were not. I have 
it now. This is Admiral Will’s letter of September 26, 1955: 

This will reply to your letter of 15 September 1955 referring to the school at 
Fort George Meade and requesting advice as to modification of the Department 
of Defense policy. 

As you know, the President had said that as of September 1955, no 
more segregation in any of these schools. He says: 

The Department of Defense has granted an extension of the September first 
deadline at Fort Meade and at Pine Bluff, Arkansas. The two schools were 
different from all the others involved in the program in that the local school 
authorities used the long-term lease which they have with the Department of 
the Army as a basis for refusing to convert to integrated schooling. The lease 
for the school at Fort Meade is for 75 years beginning July 1951, and for the 
Pine Bluff school 25 years beginning July 1951. The forced cancellation of 
these leases would have resulted in prottracted proceedings between the states 
and the Federal Government, thereby delaying the desired objective of ending 
segregation. In view of the May 1955 Supreme Court decision on public educa- 
tion, the Department of Defense believes that its policy of January 12, 1954, 
could properly be relaxed to extend the September first date where necessary. 

Now, the problem with that, Mr. Wainwright, is that the President 
made it very clear and Mr. Wilson made it very clear, that beyond the 
date of September 1955 there was not to be any relaxation. Yet here 
we have an official of the Defense Department saying that they use 
their discretion to relax the date. But what is worse, he said in subse- 
quent correspondence that there were only these two schools which 
were in that predicament. Since then one has come to my attention 
down in Algiers, Louisiana, and we have presented that to the Depart- 
ment. They say they do not have any jurisdiction over it, they just let 
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some locality make use of the facilities. Then there is the other which 
[ mentioned in my testimony, at Sumter, so it is difficult to know how 
many of these places——— 

Mr. Warnwrieut. I think you are probably satisfied on the whole 
as to the bona fideness and good faith of the Government in trying to 
carry out this policy. I think you have called to our attention and 
obviously to the Administration’s attention certain exceptions to this. 

Mr. HELL. We certainly are satisfied with the President’s good 
faith. 

Mr. Frecrncuuysen. You are not dissatisfied with the Defense 
Department’s good faith in trying to achieve an end to integration? 

Mr. Mrreneii. We certainly have an open mind on winblité they 
have good faith. 

Mr. Warnwricut. What is the alternative in a situation like that? 

Mr. Mrrcenety. The alternative, it seems, is to say this is our policy 
and it overrides any other kind of contribution. They could do as has 
been done in Georgia, as has been done in a lot of other places. They 
simply said if this school is to continue to run it must be integrated 
and if the State is not going to run it we will have to put the facilities 
in here to do it. 

Mr. Warnweicut. Thank you very much. I have no further 
questions, 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Chairman, I have one further question and then I 
will yield the floor. 

In approaching this problem first, Mr. Mitchell, I do not have to 
attempt to educate you. You have lived with it for a long time and 
vou know how difficult it is. I am wondering, however, if we do as 
you cugeeet, if we are not in effect going to stop the building of a lot 
of schools in the South. I do not know that this is true, but I would 
expect that the Southern States would refuse Federal money rather 
than desegregate under pressure. Thereagain, | may be wrong. The 
business of this committee is to do all we can to build schools and get 
kids in them. 

Mr. Mrrewetz. That is right. 

Mr. Ruopes. Now, we certainly do not want to do anything, and I 
do not think you or your organization wants us to do anything to keep 
kids out of school. In other words, the approach of waving the 
Yankee dollar in front of the South’s face in order to get them to 
desegregate, I personally do not think will work. I hope that some- 
thing will work and I think it is going to take a lot of time to make it 
work. I wonder what your opinion is as to that. Do you think that 
actually, as far as putting this amendment in this bill is concerned, it 
will do any good either toward building schools or toward desegrega- 
tion? 

Mr. Mrreneui. Mr. Rhodes, I think it will do a great deal of good. 
First, because I do not concede that the South is unanimous in its 
opposition to defying the Court. It is quite possible if one went in 
your State and asked a lot of people whether they wanted to go to 
school with Negroes or Indians or something of that sort, they would 
tell you, “No.” On the other hand, when you present them with a fait 
accompli, they agree to it. 

Mr. Ruopes. As you know, Mr. Mitchell, my State is desegregated. 
Tam from Arizona. 
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Mr. Mrrcnew.. I know, but there was a time when it was not.,.My 
brother used to live in Tucson and J am sure 10 years ago, talking about 
integration in Tucson and Phoenix, places of that sort, was something 
which you might think would cause some difficulty, but it has not. ‘The 
same thing is true in the South. Ido not. care whether you are talking 
about Mississippi or Virginia. . There are a whole lot of people who 

ut obedience to law above their personal feelings on the race question. 

n this situation I think there is another factor. There are people who 
are ready to move ahead but cannot move ahead because their State 
legislatures and the Governors, as well as other local political elements, 
say to them, “If you do this you will get fired from your job.” 

I will give you a concrete illustration. Dean Travelstad down at the 
University of South Carolina made a very wonderful speech about how 
the South had to accept integration. A few days after that his con- 
tract was not renewed. I think he is over teaching in the University of 
New Mexico now. So what is happening is that there is this effort to 
drive out any kind of opinion which says, “Let us comply.” 

At the same time the hand is out for all possible money that can be 
gotten out of the Federal Treasury. 

It does seem that Congress has an obligation at least to try this to see 
whether as a condition of getting Federal money you will not 
strengthen the hand of some of the people already living in the South 
who believe that the Supreme Court’s decision must be obeyed. 

Mr. Ruopes. You certainly have made a very fine statement. I 
would like to say as far as I can tell in the Phoenix area the only effect 
desegregation has had is that where Phoenix Union High School used 
to lose a majority of the football games, now that the Carver High 
School athletes are over there they win. They have won the State 
championship 2 years in a row. 

Mr. Frecincuuysen. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that I think 
the discussion Mr. Mitchell has given has been very interesting. 

I do think that you recognize, Mr. Mitchell, that this proposal is very 
controversial. I hope you realize that those who are reluctant to 
support it are not necessarily opposing it because, as you said in your 
statement, it represents a political hazard for some officials in the 
South. The reasons for opposition are more fundamental than that, I 
think. I think that even though there are a great many Members of 
Congress who are very sincere in their desire to see an end to segrega- 
tion as early as practicable, that they will question your method of 
approach to the problem even though they do not question your sin- 
cerety in pushing for an amendment such as this. We are faced with a 
very difficult problem. I think you will recognize that, in this so-called 
Powell amendment. This same question was brought up before the 
full committee when we discussed the school construction bill last 
summer. You will recall that it was turned down by a vote of 17 to 10 
in committee. I think that must represent a lot more than just # 
desire to support some officials in the South, whoever they may be. 

Mr. Mrrcweiy. Well, Mr. Frelinghuysen, you are right, and that is 
why I used the word “some,” because I had originally written in my 
testimony a sentence which did not. include that word and I thought 
surely it would not be fair to say that everybody has that kind of 
motive. But if you review the situation in this committee, at the time 
the matter came to a vote, the reason the result was 17 to 10 was 
because there were a number of people—Mrs. Green was one of them— 
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who took the position that they did not want to see anything done 
which would hold up this bill in the Rules Committee. Therefore, 
they wanted the bill to go to the floor, and when it got to the floor 
an amendment would be offered on the floor. So the 17 to 10 figure 
did not represent the strength that the amendment had in committee. 
Well, it was not put in, and the measure is still being held up in the 
Rules Committee. So there is not any magic to leaving it out. It is 
still held up. 

Mr. Frenincnvuysen. If it is included in this bill or not, whether 
you like it or not, whether it is a distortion of the legislative process 
or not, I think we can probably all agree that it almost inevitably 
will face a filibuster in the Senate which would kill the chance for 
the extension of this legislation, or of the school construction bill, if 
it should be ineluded in that. 

Mr. Mrrcnrern. Mr. Frelinghuysen, I have found in the years I 
have been in Washington that people have a tendency to talk in cliches. 
One of the cliches is that if you do “A,” B will be the result. That 
does not always follow. It would not necessarily follow that if this 
is in the bill there will be a situation in the Senate which is insur- 
mountable. 

But before I comment on that, I want to say one other thing about 
the political overtones involved in this amendment. 

I think all will agree that one of the outstanding citizens in the 
United States Senate is Senator Walter George of the State of Georgia. 
So far as I know, we are at completely opposite ends of the poles on 
questions of racial segregation. But Senator George has made a tre- 
mendous contribution to his country. He has been a statesman in 
foreign policy matters. He has been an advocate of useful legislation. 
He even paid the final price of giving a son who was killed in the war. 

Right after the Supreme Court handed down its final decision in 
1955, Senator George was quoted in the newspapers as saying, “The 
Supreme Court has said ‘go slow, but go’,” and the interpretation I 
would get from that remark was that here was a southern statesman 
who might be violently opposed to integration but recognized that 
under our system of Government you could not go any further than 
they had gone at that time. 

But in the State of Georgia, there has arisen an election contest, and 
there is every likelihood that one of the key things in that eleetion 
contest is going to be the position of the Members of Congress and the 
Senate on the school segregation case. 

So here is the same Senator George who has taken a position the 
Supreme Court said, “Go slow, but go,” after the decision, who now 
comes out as one of the signers of the manifesto along with the other 
Members of Congress who joined him in that action. 

So that, with all respect for the Senator and with all respect for 
the other Members who have signed, the conclusion is inescapable 
that the only useful pu that this could serve, since they know 
they cannot reverse the Supreme Court decision, the only useful pur- 
pose that would be served is to help somebody get elected. 

Mr. Frenincuuysen. I think it also can be argued that the fire- 
brand approach, forgetting that the “go slow” is an important part 
of the slogan, and in your effort to go, may cause you to lose ground 
just because there is such an aroused sentiment among part of the 
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Southern people. You might complicate the very end which you are 
seeking to help by an amendment such as this. 

In all sincerity, I think it might well retard those areas which 
badly need help and which can be helped if we do not include such a 
provision as this. Again, it is an open question. 

I think your methods can be questioned even though no one is 
arguing as to the advisability of encouraging an early end to segre- 

tion. 
oe other words, I do not think that the Federal government can in- 
tervene at a local level, and so continuously, that they can force an area 
to accept something that it is not ready to t. 

We can certainly set the stage and try to do something toward en- 
couraging a proper attitude toward this desegregation problem. 
Under your proposal, using your line of reasoning, every appropriation 
bill would have such a clause. It would restrict the use of all Federal 
funds for every purpose to those areas which do not practice segrega- 
tion. 

I think almost surely if you would carry this argument to a logical 
conclusion you would do a lot of harm to your own cause. 

Mr. Mrrcnet.. It is very sad, Mr. Frelinghuysen, to hear you, a 
Member of Congress from the State of New Jersey, say that, because 
my recollection is that in New Jersey, particularly in the southern 

art, we have had some of exactly the same problems that»we have 
had in Mississippi, but they were not insurmountable and they have 
been overcome. 

I also want to comment on your remark 

Mr. Fretancuuysen. I am not suggesting, Mr. Mitchell, that these 
problems are insurmountable. I am saying that you are not making 
them any less difficult to overcome by trying to force the issue in this 
way. 

Are you suggesting that this would be an appropriate amendment 
for -'y4 appropriation bill that would have funds for segregated 
areas 

Mr. Mrrcnety. I would say that it certainly is a fair amendment. 
I would not want to say that it ought to go in every bill obviously, 
until we had a chance to see what the bill would do. It certainly is 
a fair principle. 

Mr. Fretincuvuysen. I am not questioning the principle involved. 
I am questioning the advisability of attempting to achieve your par- 
ticular end by using this method. 

Mr. Mrrcenett. I was coming to that next. You used the word 
“firebrand,” and you used the word “force.” I think if you will in- 
dulge me, I would like to tell you what we have tried to do on our 
side in order to see that this decision has been implemented. 

After the 1954 decision, we called a meeting of our southern branches 
in Atlanta, Ga. At that time we said: “Let us adopt a procedure that 
we will follow in an effort to implement the Court’s decision.” We 
said, “File petitions with your local boards of education. Ask that 
the children be admitted to the schools. If the local boards of edu- 
cation signify an intention to negotiate, we want you to negotiate as 
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long ‘as the negotiations are proceeding in good faith. If they do not 
negotiate in good faith, then, of course, we will consider the possibility 
of court action.” 

But what was the response to that? The response was the exertion 
of tremendous economic pressure on just about everybody in Missis- 
sippi, parts of South Carolina and Louisiana, who tried to go through 
the peaceful act of filing a petition. 

The firebrand approach certainly could not be attributed to some 
of the things that have been in the newspapers. For example, the 
Lucy case, which I hear many people say is an illustration of pushing 
things too fast. That case was filed in 1952. 

Here, 4 years later, in 1956, after we have exhausted all of the court 
remedies and spent thousands of dollars for the case, and the Court 
says this young lady is entitled to enter, she is met with eggs and 
rocks because somebody in the area is not properly enforcing the law. 

Now, in this situation, it does seem that the Federal Government 
cannot forever take money out of the pockets of all of the taxpayers 
and say to the people in a specific locality, “You may have this re- 
gardless of whether you are going to defy the law of the land or not.” 

I think at this point some 6 or 8 years after we started out with this 
legislation, we ought to be able to say, “Aren’t you ready to comply 
with the law?” 

Mr. Fretancuvuysen. I do not think I have any further questions, 
Mr. Chairman. 

I do hope you understand that there are lots of reasons why we may 
consider this kind of amendment inadvisable even though we are not 


questioning —_ good intentions. I did not mean to suggest that this 


particular thing is a firebrand approach. Those of us who feel we 
must make haste slowly might well oppose this as the wrong way to 
achieve a reasonable end. 

Mr. Mrrenet.. Mr. Frelinghuysen, I just wish somebody would de- 
fine what he means by the words “gradual” or “slow” or “moderation,” 
because if by gradual and slow they mean something that is going to 
occur over a period of 5 or 10 years when people are in the process of 
negotiating in good faith, that is one thing, but if by “gradual” and 
“slow” they mean that never within the lifetime of people who are now 
on the face of the earth will there be compliance, then that is totally 
unreasonable and nobody ought to support it. 

Mr. Fretincuvuysen. I think it is a very unrealistic approach to 
argue that gradual and slow mean something that won’t materialize 
for a thousand years or a hundred years. Obviously, it does not mean 
that. It means that you can lose ground by trying to force tho issue, 
to proceed too rapidly from one step to the next. 

In other words, consolidate what gains you are able to make, and of 
course, continue to go forward. But remember that part of the slogan 
should be to go slow as well, if you are going to maintain the ground 
which you do gain. In my opinion, considerable ground has been lost 
in areas where we thought there was a greater recognition of the justi- 
fication for the Supreme Court decision than we now find is the case. 
And it is partly because of the inflammable nature of the situation that 
it seems to me very unwise to add still further fuel to the flames by try- 
ing to force the hand of the Federal Government to have it step in and 
say, in effect, “We know how to run your loca) vffairs.” It may only be 
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by withholding funds, but it is a natural enough thing for that part of 
the country that is unwilling to accept that kind of restriction to resent 
very much what they consider interference by the Federal Government. 

It is for that reason I think we have to be extremely cautious in the 
way in which we, here in Washington, encourage compliance with the 
Supreme Court decision even though we are thoroughly in accord with 
it. 

Mr. Mrrenent. I certainly agree, Mr. Frelinghuysen, that although 
we might differ on the matter, that your approach to it is one by which 
you have the highest objectives in mind. 

But I think we have to be realistic about the situation we are facing 
in the South today. 

At the end of the 1954 period there was very good reason to believe 
that we could get compliance in many areas of the south but since that 
time there has been a growing tendency on the part of elected officials 
to use this as a political football. There are organizations which have 
sprung up whose sole purpose it is to prevent integration. It is that 
group which has inflamed the situation. 

I fear very much that as long as nothing is done to curb them, they 
will continue to make it inflammatory, and they will continue to hold 
up progress. 

The only way that we are going to be able to stop what is happening 
and stop the trend which is in evidence at this time is for the Federal 
Government in all of its operations to make it very clear that it stands 
behind the Supreme Court decision. Certainly you cannot be standing 
behind it if you look back over the record of the past years that this 
law has been in effect and see in community after community they have 
disregarded any preparation whatsoever for compliance with the court 
and still say, “Here is some more money with which to operate.” 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. I do not feel I would be opposing the 
Supreme Court decision by voting against an amendment of this 
type. It would be easy enough for me, as a Representative from 
New Jersey, to vote for such an amendment. But, in my opinion, as 
a practical matter, whether we like it or not, it would kill this bill. 
It would kill the school construction bill or any bill in which it was 
put. To my mind, the major goals are what we have to keep in mind. 

I agree with Mr. Rose that the major goals in this case are the 
building, or the helping of the building, classrooms for children, white 
and Negro, in any part of the country. I would be reluctant to see 
such an amendment as you have proposed in this particular legislation. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Perxins. Mr. Gwinn. 

Mr. Gwryn. I have no questions. 

Mr. Perxrns. Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wir. I did not hear all of his presentation. 

I assume from what I gather here that this is a repetition of the 
Powell amendment strategy ? 

Mr. Mrrcne.t. It is a repetition, Mr. Wier, of what we have been 
seeking for a long time. That is, to implement the principle that 
where the Federal dollar goes there also goes the Constitution of the 
United States. We see no reason why we ought to continue putting 
the money, from Minnesota as in your case where they don’t have 
segregation, into areas where there is segregation. I know that there 
are people who would say everybody pays money into the Federal 
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Treasury, and that is true. But the statistics show that the Southern 
States, by and large, particularly those which are most defiant, get a 
higher percentage back from the money they put in the Federal 
Treasury than the other States which are outside the South. 

There was one year in which the State of Mississippi actually got 
more money back out of the Federal Treasury than they put in. 

Mr. Wier. Here is what happens under this kind of eiiaticns. Of 
course, I do not agree that segregation is the answer to your problem. 
The right to vote is the answer to your whole problem, and you know 
that. 

Mr. Mrrcneui. There is no doubt that is important. 

Mr. Wier. It is more important to your race than these amendments. 
If you get the right to vote you will have a voice in the Government. 

Mr. Mrrenetu. Before you came in I showed to the chairman and 
some of the other members, a sample ballot from the State of Alabama 
in which if you are going to run for public office you have to agree to 
the principle of white supremacy, cal that is printed at the top of the 
ballot. 

Mr. Wier. You cure that, too, when you get the right to vote. You 
cure that, yourself. You know that in the States you will have quite a 
voice. 

Mr. Mrrcuenn. That is one of them, Alabama. 

Mr. Wier. Here is what your program by adding this amendment 
to all bills will have for their effect, the appropriation of funds for 13 
Southern States. You have never raised this issue before on the Fed- 
eral impacted bill, that I know of. I have been on this committee 
since it started. 

Mr. Mrronent. We raised it before when we were able to. 

Mr. Wier. You may have outside the room but you never appeared 
here for it. 

Mr. Mrrcue... Because we were not permitted to. 

Mr. Wier. I am not too sure. 

Mr. Mrrcengxu. I give you my word. 

Mr. Wier. If you were denied it I have no knowledge of it. 

Mr. Mrroneu.. I was, personally. 

Mr. Wier. I have been.on this committee ever since 1949 and the 
original bill was my bill, the Wier bill. 

Mr. Mrrcney. I know. 

Mr. Wier. Here is the sad part of the picture that we get involved 
in on a national basis. Now you cannot point your finger at me as 
doing anything but supporting every one of your amendments since 
I have been in the Congress. This is where you run into the weakness 
Congressman Frelinghuysen mentioned. This is not a national bill. 
This is a bill for certain impacted schools in the North, South, East 
and West. You have your dispute centered in the 13 States in the 
southern part of the United States. That is where the dispute is 
centered. The fight is there, not in California; not in New Jersey ; 
not in New York, but in those 13 States. 

Now, I think we can satisfy ourselves now that the school con- 
struction bill is as dead_as dead can be. Maybe, you won’t agree 
with that but.it is: Now, I am more concerned with this particular bill 
because this is a bill that Uncle Sam is responsible for and not the 
States or the local communities. Uncle Sam is responsible for this 
problem he has created in many school districts. So we can vote for 
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this Powell amendment. I can do it with my chin up, as Congressman 
Frelinghuysen said. But when I am doing that, this bill will go to 
the full committee where I presume Congressman Powell will offer 
his amendment, and whether this amendment suffers the same fate that 
it did in the general construction bill makes no difference because it 
will still come up on the House floor. 

Now, this bill can follow in exactly the same steps as the school 
construction bill. We can recommend it out of here with either the 
amendment, the Powell amendment, or without it. But it winds up 
in exactly the same place, in the Rules Committee. I venture a guess 
that the same fate will face this bill that faces the school construction 
bill. Iam not even going to talk about what the Senate is going to do. 
I am just going to confine my thinking to the House. 

Now, then, while we might punish the South, and they would call it 
retaliatory punishment, you also are punishing a lot of your friends 
around the Nation, not only in the 48 States but the Territories of 
Puerto Rico, and Alaska, and Hawaii, because if this bill is tied up 
in the Rules Committee or defeated on the House floor, I will have a 
great deal of sympathy for a lot of school districts that were not 
part of this bill that will suffer terrible consequences. 

I only wish that you could be here, Mr. Mitchell, when many of 
these school authorities and officials are testifying here as to how this 
bill is saving them all over the United States and Alaska. We had 
Alaska here this morning. We have had Hawaii, Puerto Rico. This 
is a Godsend to them. Tt the fight was with the 13 States, that is a 
smal] arena, but we involve a lot of people that I think in the main 
are your friends, friends for the cause and friends for the race. 

r. Mrrcnet,. This problem, Mr. Wier, is the fruit of some un- 
fortunate decision that both political parties have made. You said 
that if we got the right to vote it would not exist, and that is true; 
but why is it that we have not gotten the right to vote? We have 
not gotten the right to vote because both of the major parties have 
made policy decisions in the past that they were not going to bring 
out sobeteaiien civil rights bills to the floor and at the same time 
they were pushing on these other questions which inevitably involve 
matters of civil rights, so that the only protection, the only alterna- 
tive that people who want to protect the rights of citizens could have, 
is to seek amendments of this Kind. 

I do not concede that in the House or in the Senate the whole coun- 
try has to retreat because there are a few people in the Rules Commit- 
tee or in other places who say that nothing will be done on these bills. 
The reason the school construction bill is bottled up and the reason 
there is the risk, that you say might happen in this case, is because 
instead of going after the people who actually have the votes in the 
Rules Committee to hold it up and the people who actually have the 
votes on the floor to kill it, everybody is jumping on those of us who 
are asking wr for justice. It is the most incredible kind of ex- 
perience, that here we who are deprived of our rights come in and 
seek redress but our friends say to us, “Well, you are rocking the boat, 
you are bringing in an element that is going to destroy the bill. Why 
don’t you shut up and go home.” Whereas those who have the power 
be S the things that bottle up legislation, nobody makes any criticism 
of them. 
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Mr. Wier. Mr. Mitchell, my answer is simply this. I think Iam 
a little older than you are and I served years in the labor movement, 
and I served’a lct of those years when we were in your position, second- 
class citizens. Weshad all forces of society opposed to the organiza- 
tion of workers, localities, and everybody else. I am going back now 
to the early twenties. I came into the movement in 1914. 

I subscribe to what you have just said to this effect:. Had we laid 
down, had we not changed some of our policies, some of our traditions, 
we would have probably been wiped out. 

So I say'to you you never can stop fighting for a cause. You must 
never cease your efforts to attain that ambition you have. 

Now, I do not say that you go home. I am just saying to you as 
I see it here, and maybe say to you as a Member of the House, that 
I met as many frustrations right here in the Congress as perhaps you 
do out in the field that you are working in. I would not want you to 
think that everything is well here. I have had my troubles and I 
have supported efforts here in the ee ane Congress to curb the 
Rules Committee so that they could not do what they are doing with 
the school bill, but it is a policy and the rules and the regulations of 
this House which were here long before I was here and they will be 
here long after. ‘Therefore I haveto make the best of some very un- 
happy situations even on this commitee, if you please. I do not need 
to tell you that, doT? 

Mr. HELL. I understand. 

Mr. Wrer. This is the only thing I am trying to point out to you. 
As I said, I can support your Powell amendment and have supported 
it, even back when we recommended out of this committee a very 
good FEPC, but. when it got-out on the House floor they took all 
the teeth out of it and made it voluntary, which meant nothing, and 
we have heard nothing about it since. 

I am pointing out to you as to these men that have been sitting 
here and the-men who five appeared before this committee these 
days, some from the South, some from the North, East and West, 
that if this legislation is bottled up in the Congress and is not passed, 
I will make a bet with you now that when we go home in July, the 
school bill will still be in the Rules Committee. 

I hate very much to see that happen with this bill. I can take 
it with the general construction bill but this seems to be a kind of 
bill that has done so much for these heavily impacted districts. I 
have a few of them around the fringe of Minneapolis. This bill has 
pulled them out of the red ink. 


I do not say your tactics are-wrong, and I do not want you to quit 


the fight because if you quit it you are done forever and you cannot 
afford to quit. But I-am just wondering whether you pick out winning 
horses in your efforts to force the issue—I say force the issue—of rec- 
ognition of the law in those Southern States. 

Now, I do not want you to tell me that you have not made progress 
because in some of the Southern States where segregation has been 
carried on in the last year they have put into effect desegregation. 
Even in Texas, even in Arkansas, and some of those fringe States 
they are moving in that direction. 

And let me remind you, Mr. Mitchell, and this is not a lecture, 
this is my own practical experience—— 
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Mr. Mrrcuett. From you a lecture-would be welcome, Mr. Wier. 

Mr. Wier: When I came here in January 1949, in the 81st. Con- 
gress, it was all foreign to me to see colored people invited out of 
restaurants even though they had white companions. It was pitiful 
for me to see a fellow like Jackie Robinson or Joe Louis and other 
notable athletes of this Nation denied a room with their associates 
in the hotels of Washington. Everything was segregation in 1949, 
was it not ? 

Mr. Mrrcuett. That is right. 

Mr. Wier. The only place that I know that it is practiced. in full 
now is in the Fire Department in Washington. I think Washington 
here, as I view the southern reaction, this is what they called the 
fortress for years and years, the National Capital. I am very proud 
of what is happening here. I do not give the credit to either the 
Democrats or Republicans. I think there has been a national trend 
to overcome segregation. 

When I go down to the Statler tonight with the bankers, I will be 
very happy to see colored people sitting there and living there, some- 
thing that 8 years ago was not a ibihty. 

Now, that kind of progress has worked out in Washington. I do 
not expect that evolution to take place tomorrow in Georgia or 
Mississippi. 

Mr. Mrrene.i. It would work out a lot faster in Georgia or 
Mississippi—— 

Mr. Wier. I want to give you the right to vote and you can then 
clean house down there. 

Mr. Mrreneii. I want to give you a practical illustration of what 
can happen in Georgia. 

At Fort Benning, Ga., the schools were segregated but when the de- 
cision was made that they should be integrated there was a story in 
the New York Times which said that some lady from up North was 
interviewed and she said that she did not think she would let her 
children go to that school. But they talked with her white sergeant, 
who was from Georgia, who said, “Surely, I am going to accept inte- 
gration, you have to lop in step with the times.” 

I think there are a whole lot more people in Georgia, Alabama, 
and other places like that sergeant than many people are willing to 
admit. 

I think that when Congress says to those who are defiant, “Well, in 
spite of your defiance you can have everything you want,” we, in 
effect, desert those people. Not just colored people we are desert- 
ing; we are deserting a whole lot of white people and leaving them 
hanging out on a limb when the Federal Government says, “No matter 
how defiant you are, you still can enjoy all the benefits that we have 
to offer.” 

That is what I think is very serious. 

Mr. Wier. Well, I wish we could settle this fight in the arena in 
which it belongs. 

Mr. Mrrcwext. But I don’t think we will ever be able to settle it, 
Mr. Wier—— 

Mr. Wier. Then we will affect and hurt, by legislation coming out 
of Washington, a lot of your innocent friends. If this were a farm 
bill on which you tacked this amendment or a highway bill, that 
would be different, but in this field of education, and that is vital to 


a a“. a 


as 6A 


ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 213 


you—probably more vital to you than any other group of people and 
that is probably what the South wants—those that advocate segre- 
gation tie the whole business up, tie the whole educational process of 
the country up, and so they take a licking, the so-called friends of 
yours, in the field of education. 

Mr. . Mr. Wier, we will never get anywhere in this as 
long as you, coming from Minnesota, Mr. Frelinghuysen, coming from 
New Jersey, and other people constantly look at the other side rather 
than what I respectfully submit is the right side in this thing. There 
can be only one version of the law. 

You may remember Mayor McDonough from St. Paul. He had 
a fast story which he told, that there was a judge hearing a case. 
After the lawyer got finished presenting it, the judge said, “I am now 
ready to rule.” 

The lawyer said, “Well, I have not presented my side yet.” 

But the judge said, “Now I have heard this case. I got the facts 
all straight in my mind and if you give me your side you will mix 
me up and I won’t be able to make a decision.” 

That is the problem we are confronted with here. 

Mr. Wier. Who is mixing up whom here ? 

Mr. Mrrenety. Everybody is looking at the side of those who say 
that there is going to be a revolution, that we are not going to take 
this money, we are going to kill the bill, we are going to do all these 
drastic things. Then the fellows get all the hearing and after they 
have been heard, the decision is made that everybody who comes in 
with a different story is doing the wrong thing. That is what is hap- 
pening today. 

We have come in with the side of story that says that certainly 
Congress ought to take a look at the importance of including this 
amendment. I do not think you disagree with the merits of the amend- 
ment. But you are saying that because it is going to kill the bill 
and cause some trouble, that even though we might be right we 
ought not bring it up. 

Mr. Wier. I did not say that. 

Mr. Mirenet.. That is what it amounts to. 

Mr. Wier. Wait a minute. 

You make some inferences here, the first it was Frelinghuysen from 
New Jersey. It would not make any difference to me if I was from 
the State of Washington. I do not know why you use the State of 
Minnesota. We do not have any better laws in the United States than 
we have in Minnesota. 

Mr. Mrrenens. I would not quarrel with that. 

Mr. Wier. I know. And I have great respect for your people that 
live in my district, and I want to help them all I can. I want to help 
the et down South to get the same conditions as they have in 
Minnesota. I want no inference of “You coming from Minnesota” 
or “from New Jersey.” That does not affect me, when you make a 
statement of that kind. 

What I am trying to solve is the same problem that we have in 
labor. Sometimes by policy and tactics, or maneuvers, we lost some 
very fine friends. We think we are on the right track. We think we 
are doing the only thing that is our salvation, but we wake up to see 
that supporters, friends of ours, are in complete disagreement. 
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Now, if you want to say I am disagreeing with you, that might be a 
little closer to the subject at hand. 

Mr. Mircuety. What I meant, Mr. Wier, was that I do know that 
the State of Minnesota ‘is a fair state. You know I used to live there, 
I have helped to pass some of those laws that are good laws up there, 

What I mean is that in a State like Minnesota where segregation is 
not permitted, surely the Representatives of that State ought not to 
be in favor of taking the money from those people which they know 
is going to be used to pronase segregation in some other area. At 
least they ought not to be in favor of it without saying to the States, 


“Well, now, this is your chance to make Aye er pore Do ao 
without building the 


want segregation so much that you wi 
school ?” 

Frankly, I don’t think the States would accept anything like that. 
I think if they were confronted with the alternative they would select 
the right alternative, which is taking the money and building the 
schools for all the children. 

But we have not presented that decision to them as yet. 

Mr. Wier. You are presenting it to us today by penalizing several 
thousand school districts that are probably on your side. 

Mr. MircHeEt.. Again I respectfully submit we are not making the 
penalty. We don’t havea single vote in Congress. If we accept our 
argument it is those who control the Rules Committee and those who 
are in other positions to block legislation who will do it. But no- 
body criticises them. It is just we who seek redress who get hit over 
the head. 

Mr. Frecincuuysen. Mr. Chairman, I would like to take this up 
again. 

You are suggesting that I am wrong and you are right in your 
argument. I am not suggesting you are wrong when I differ with your 
approach. I do think, though, that it needs to be said that the logical 
conclusion of your argument would lead to the Federal Government 
refusing funds for any purpose, Federal funds for any purpose, to 
sections of the country which practice segregation. In other words, 
logically, if we should develop a $3 billion a year Federal highway 
program, we should forbid any of those funds to be used to develop 
roads, interstate, primary, or secondary roads, in any part of the 
country which practices segregation. 

It seems to me it is highly undesirable, whether or not the Rules 
Committee would include such a provision in such a bill, to have such 
a provision in it. I think it would be wrong for the Congress of the 
United States to sit up here and attempt by that method to force an 
issue as serious to an area as this racial question is to the South. I 
think it would do a lot more harm than it would good. I may be 
wrong in thinking so. I certainly am not suggesting that you are 
wrong in arguing for it. I say it is‘a big question. 

I do think it needs to be thought through a little more even though 
I am thoroughly in accord with the general aims of your organization. 

Mr. Mrrcnex.. I will say we have thought it through pretty care- 
fully, Mr. Frelinghuysen. 

r. Fretincuvuysen. I just hope you are not going to try to apply 
the same principle to every bit of legislation that allocates money to 
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the 48 States, because it again would needlessly tie up a lot of good 
functions now carried on by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Mrrcuen.. It certainly was the position that President Eisen- 
hower announced that where the Federal dollar was involved there 
should not be any discrimination. That is a matter of record. 

Now, of course, as we begin to apply that principle, various refine- 
ments take place, and we come out with opposition to what we are 
asking for here. But I think that certainly the President has made 
it abundantly clear that he does not think Federal money ought to 
be used to enforce and extend segregation or promote it. 

That is exactly what happens whenever you give money in these 
cases to people who tell you in advance that they are going to use it 
for building a segregated school. 

Mr. Wier. I am going to remind you of one thing. We have dis- 
cussed ‘the Rules Goountnees and in some degree we kind of con- 
demned the Rules Committee. But, again, as I think now, I have 
to remind you that when the school construction bill went out of this 
committee to the Rules Committee, that there were those who wanted a 
closed rule by the Rules Committee so that no amendment could be 
offered. Now, I presume that you are aware of what took place in 
the Rules Committee on that question ¢ 

Mr. Mrroement. Iam. 

Mr. Wrer. You had 4 or 5 men who refused to go along with a closed 
rule, knowing that they only had one objective and that was to elimi- 
nate any possibility of the Powell amendment. 

Mr. Mrroneni. And we think it would have been most unfair in 
view of the background that I am sure you remember in this 
committee. 

Mr. Wier. So I want to modify my position of too much condemna- 
tion because there are those that wanted full and free discussion and 
amendments on that Rules Committee. I do not want to condemn 
the whole Rules Committee because it is like other committees, there 
are those who have certain philosophies. The Rules Committee was 
going to attempt to foster a closed rule on the school construction bill 
and thereby eliminate any amendments from the floor. 

Fortunately for you, that was denied. So the bill is there. When 
we go home in July, I expect that the bill will still be there. 

Mr. Mrrenent. I have no way of knowing what will happen. 

Mr. Wier. You seem to have a lot of knowledge of what can happen 
around here and what cannot happen. 

Mr. Mrreneru. I think I have a lot more faith in the legislative 
process than some other people do, because I believe that when those 
who want to do the right thing are just as determined to accomplish 
it as those who want to do the wrong thing, the men in the right will 
prevail. 

So far in our experience on this and other things that we are in- 
terested in, we can get a tremendous and an aggressive amount of fight- 
ing on the part of opposition to frustrate the legislative process, but 
there is not quite that much vigor on the part of those who are in- 
terested in doing something that is worthwhile. 

Mr. Wier. Now in conclusion, Mr. Mitchell, let me leave a statement 
with you. I hate to do this in public. After the meeting is over to- 
night, do not send any wire to iiieneapotie to contract Congressman 
Wier on the Powell amendment. 

76765—56——15 
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Mr. Mrrcue.u. Gentlemen of the committee, I want to say this: | 
don’t know why Mr. Wier does not understand that we have a high 
regard for him. He and I were together up in St. Paul when there 
was a dinner at which I spoke and I spent, I guess, 10 minutes telling 
the people up there how wonderful he is and how much we admire him 
and that sort of thing. And when we send to the people back home 
word on what the situation is down here, we do so only with the hope 
that they will be more persuasive than we who are in Washington. 
But I had no intention of sending anything. 

Mr. Wier. I would not want to have you disturb some of my very 
good colored friends. 

Mr. Mircueti. Happily in Minnesota there are many white people 
who believe in things, sometimes more vigorously than the colored 


Pa 
r. Wier. I do not want a wire tomorrow morning from 5 or 6 of 
my friends that I have gone haywire. That is all I have to suggest. 
ell, good luck to you, anyway. 
Mr. Mironety. Thank you. 
Mr. Perxins. Thank you, Mr. Mitchell for appearing and present- 
ing your views. 
r. Mrroneit. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Perxins. Is there any other individual that cares to make a 
statement here this afternoon ¢ 
If not, the committee will adjourn until 10 a. m. in the morning. 
(Whereupon, at 4:30 p. m., the hearing was adjourned until 10 a. m., 
Thursday, April 12, 1956.) 





AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874, 
SIST CONGRESS 
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House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE 
on EpucatTIon AND Lasor, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 429, 
House Office Building, the Honorable Carl D. Perkins (subcommittee 
chairman) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Perkins, Wier, Metcalf, Udall, Rhodes, 
Wainwright, and Frelinghuysen. 

Also present: Fred G. Hussey, chief clerk, and Russell C. Derrick- 
son, chief investigator. 

Mr. Perxins. The committee will come to order. The first witness 
this morning will be Representative Broyhill. Is he here? 

Mr. Broyuin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Perkins. Come around, Mr. Broyhill. I understand you want 
to make a statement. 

Mr. Brornuu. Mr. Chairman, my distinguished colleague, Mr. 
Hays, from Arkansas, is here. I notice that there are some people here 
from his State. He would like to introduce these gentlemen before he 
leaves. He has to get to another meeting and if it is agreeable to you, 
I will yield to Mr. Hays at this time. 

Mr. Perxins. That is all right. Congressman Hays, the committee 
will be glad to hear you at this time. 

Mr. Weak Provided he tells us a story. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BROOKS HAYS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Hays. Mr. Chairman, you will recall that the chairman em- 
barrassed me the last time I was here by calling for an Arkansas story 
and I was not prepared. I think I reached into the bag quickly and I 
did not come out very well. However, this morning, I am reminded of 
something very definitely about outer Arkansas, or Texas. That is a 


good story which I would not tell if there were any Texas members 
present. 


However, I am going to present to the committee this morning three 
distinguished educators from my State. The first is Dr. Clifford Black- 
burn, superintendent of schools of North Little Rock, Ark., who has 
just been elected to the faculty of the North Texas Teachers College, 
so we lose him to a State that we call outer Arkansas. 
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When I was on the United Nations Committee last fall, I was one 
of the members appointed by the President to the United Nations 
Commission. I stated at that time that I would be willing to admit 
Outer Mongolia if the Russians would accept outer Arkansas—Texas— 
as a member of the United Nations in this package deal. Now, it did 
not help me any in Texas but it has not hurt me in Arkansas. Dr. 
Blackburn did such an outstanding job in our State that they did in- 
vite him to be on the faculty of the Texas Teachers College. 

A friend of mine bumped into-an old friend from east Texas and 
he said to him, “Tom, where are you living?” He said, “In east 
Texas.” My friend said, “What did you leave Arkansas for?” He 
said, “On account of my belief.” My friend said, “I do not under- 
stand that; we have always been very tolerant in Arkansas. What do 
you mean by saying on account of your belief?” He said, “I believed 
the mule was mine.” 

Now, Mr. Blackburn has not stolen any mules or violated any of the 
laws of our State. He is a great and outstanding citizen. I am very 
grateful to Mr. Broyhill for allowing me to make this presentation 
at this time, as I do have another engagement and must leave. 

The others who will testify will do so at the conclusion of Mr. 
Broyhill’s testimony, as I assume you will hear him first, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Perxis. Yes. 

Mr. Hays. The others who will testify are Mr. W. H. Moore, State 
superintendent of education of Arkansas, and Mr. Fay Dunn, super- 
intendent of the Little Rock Schools, Little Rock, Ark. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

This is one of my favorite committees. It happens that I have been 
called before you a number of times, and you have always been very 
fine and very gracious to me. 

Mr. Wier. f might add, Brooks, that you have gained the title 
around here of a 3-percenter. 

Mr. Hays. Thank you. I can survive that one. 

Mr. Prerxtns. Congreessman Broyhill, at the conclusion of your 
testimony, I will hear any other members who are present, and I will 
then hear the witnesses introduced by Mr. Hays. 

Proceed, sir. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Broruity. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to 
appear before the committee. I promised counsel yesterday that I 
would only take a very few minutes of the committee’s time. 

However, I do want to congratulate the committee for their interest 
and concern in this very serious problem. I feel that Public Law 874, 
and Public Law 815 are some of the most important pieces of legisla- 
tion that this Congress can possibly consider. 

Many of our colleagues oppose appropriations sometimes to imple- 
ment this law because they feel maybe that this is a handout or a 
subsidy or a gift to some of the communities of the Nation. 

Actually it is just a formula and a way in which the Federal Gov- 
ernment can meet a portion of its just obligation to the communities 
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in which they are operating, where Federal activities have impacted 
on the area. 

We know that if the communities which have suffered under this 
vast Federal impact did not receive some form of payment in lieu of 
taxes from that Federal industry, they just could not provide the 
needed amount of capital improvements and facilities, particularly the 
educational facilities which are necessary and which come about. be- 
cause of the Federal impact upon the communities because of gov- 
ernmental activities in those areas. 

I cite some of the communities in my district, of which every mem- 
ber of the committee is familiar, I am sure, as examples. We are 
almost a suburb of Washington, D. C., the Nation’s Capitol, but in the 
tenth district, I do not refer to it as a suburb of the Nation’s Capitol. 
Over there, the National Capitol is a suburb of the tenth district. 

However, the Federal Government is not only our principal industry 
but our only industry, and the Federal Government owns 40 percent 
of all the land area in the community, but it does not own any of the 
wasteland or the useless ground. They own the most valuable property 
in the area. 

If it were a private industry owing the same amount of land and 
open to the same extent that the Government does, we would 
receive almst as much tax revenue from it as we do from all other 


property combined. 

Now, quite obviously, in the support of any community and its 
activities, the community must receive income from its industry, 
as the local residents and the local people will not be able to provide 


all of the capital facilities which are required. 

Now, having the Federal Government as not only our principal 
industry, but our only industry, and it not paying taxes, we must 
have some form of payment in lieu of taxes in order to help us to 
provide proper educational facilities for our children. 

I am not at all worried but what the committee is going to favorably 
consider this bill, because I know that every member of the committee 
recognizes the great need of this type of legislation and will consider 
it favorably as you have always done in the past. 

The purpose of my appearing before the committee this morning, 
Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, is to suggest an 
amendment to H. R. 10227 and with particular reference to section 
305 concerning the local contribution rate. 

Under the present law, I understand that the school districts can 
take either the average cost per pupil to the State as a whole, or 
the average cost of educating pupils from comparable school districts 
in the State. 

In this bill, you are permitting the school districts to use the local 
contribution rate, or, rather, the cost to the local taxpayers, for edu- 
cating children in order to get assistance from this law, providing, 
however, that it does not exceed the average cost for educating children 
in the State as a whole. 

I think that this is making progress, but I think that it is unfair 
to a lot of the school districts a, the citizens of the districts 
want to provide better educational facilitities for their children, are 
not able to receive the proper amount of compensation from the 
Federal Government that they should receive, and also because of the 
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fact that the local citizens are contributing toward providing those 
facilities for the children of Federal employees who attend school 
in those areas. In areas such as Northern Virginia and also in Little 
Rock, Ark., Baltimore, Md., Denver, Colo., and San Francisco, Calif., 
to name a few, actually their cost of educating a child is more due 
to the Federal impact upon those areas. 

For instance, we know over here in Arlington, Va., that the cost of 
educating our children is going to be governed by what the teachers © 
in the District of Columbia receive for their services. We cannot pay 
our teachers in Arlington what they pay teachers down in Prince 
Edward County. We cannot provide iienetional facilities similar to 
what some of the local communities provide in areas where the attend- 
ance in the schools is rather limited. 

We feel in northern Virginia that we have one of the finest educa- 
tional systems in the country. Our standards are very high and our 
teachers’ salaries are high. 

Most of that cost is due to the fact that the Federal Government 
has created such a terrific impact there on the community. If we 
continue to use the average cost of educating pupils that Prince 
Edward County pays, and Norfolk, Va., pays, and that Roanoke 
pays, then actualy the Federal Government will not be meeting 
anywhere near their proper obligation to the Northern Virginia 
communities for the children of Federal employees who are attend- 
ing school in those communities. 

am proposing an amendment to H. R. 10227 which will permit, if 
committee sees fit to adopt it, which will permit the school districts 
to use the local contribution rate for reimbursement based on what 
it costs the taxpayers of that community to educate the nonfederally 
connected children. It will merely take the actual cost of the com- 
munity in the previous year, and take that money received from the 
State and Federal Government, as a result of Public Law 815 and 
Public Law 874, to arrive at the exact amount it costs the local tax- 
payers to educate the children. We divide into that amount the 
total number of children in the community, in the schools, less the 
children of Federal employees who are being educated in the schools. 
Of course, we educate half of the children of the ee who are 
in the B group, for which we receive only half reimbursement. 

Through this formula, we will arrive exactly at what it costs the 
local school districts to educate non-Federal children and, therefore, 
when we come to the cost of the education of federally connected chil- 
dren, we will only be asking for the exact cost of educating those 
federally connected children. 

If we have to use the State average, then the formula is not accurate. 
It is of some help, but it is not a fair and equitable formula for these 
communities which feel that their cost is a great deal greater, and 
which is governed by the Federal impact on the community, and if the 
community is provided better educational facilties, then the local 
citizens are penalized for it. 

I sincerely hope that the committee will give some thought to this 
proposal in order to try to provide a more fair and equitable local 
contribution. 

That concludes my testimony. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee. 
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Mr. Perxtins. Mr. Broyhill, the committee is well aware of your 
problem here in the Washington vicinity, but we realize also that 
your district is one of the large recipients of funds from this legislation. 

Now, at this time do you have any children in the Alexandria or 
the Fairfax area who are going to school on a part time basis? 

Mr. Broyuiu. Yes, sir; we do have, Mr. Chairman. 

We have a bond issue proposed over there now and, incidentally, 
Mr. Chairman, we are bonded up to over $30 million in Arlington 
County alone. If that bond issue is not approved, we will have even 
more pupils going to school on a part time basis. The community 
has bonded itself almost up to its legal limit now in order to provide 
educational facilities for the children in that area. 

Mr. Perxrns. Well, this legislation helps up to the point that you 
do not have as many part time students attending school over there 
as you had 2 years ago. 

{r. Broruiu. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Perxins. About how many part time students do you have? 

Can you give the committee an estimate of the number of part 
time students you have? 

Mr. Broruitz. I could provide that for the chairman and it could 
be placed in the record. 

Mr. Perkins. I would like to have you do that, and also give the 
number of part time students you had two years ago. 

Mr. Brorui.. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to will be available for reference when 
furnished.) 

Mr. Perxrns. I can assure you that the committee will consider your 
suggestions when we get to writing up the legislation. 

Mr. Broyumu. Thank you. 

Mr. Perxrins. Mr. Wier, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Wier. Mr. Chairman, why do you not have him submit his 
amendment to the committee ? 

Mr. Perkins. Yes, place it in the record and then the clerk will 
furnish each member of the committee a copy of it. 

(The amendment proposed by Mr. Broyhill is as follows:) 


AMENDMENT TO H. R. 10227 Proposep sy Mr. BroyHii. 


Page 10, strike out section 305 (p. 10, line 14 through p. 11, line 9) and insert 
the following : 

“Src. 305. (a) Subsection (d) of section 3 of such act is amended by striking 
out ‘The local contribution rate for a local educational agency (other than a local 
educational agency in Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Wake Island, or the Virgin 
Islands) for any fiscal year’ and inserting in lieu thereof the following: ‘A local 
educational agency (other than a local educational agency in Alaska, Hawaii, 
Puerto Rico, Wake Island, or the Virgin Islands) may elect whether to have its 
local contribution rate determined under this subsection or under subsection 
(f). Ifsuch an agency elects to have its local contribution rate determined under 
this subsection for any fiscal year, such rate.’ ” 

(b) Section 3 of such act is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection : 

(“f) If a local educational agency elects to have its local contribution rate 
determined under this subsection for any fiscal year, such rate shall be computed 
by dividing the aggregate current expenditures which such agency made during 
the fiscal year immediately preceding the fiscal year for which the computation is 
made from revenue derived from local sources, by the aggregate number of 
nonfederally connected children in average daily attendance to whom such 
agency provided free public education during such preceding fiscal year. For 
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the purposes of this subsection, the aggregate number of nonfederally connected 
children shall be the number of children in the membership of the local educa- 
tional agency reduced by the sum of the number of children determined under 
subsection (a) and one-half the number determined under subsection (b).” 

Mr. Broyuiu. In my statement I referred merely to Arlington 
County because I thought the committee was familiar with that, but 
there are many other communities in the country which have identi- 
cally the same problem. We are merely talking about a fair and 
equitable formula to use. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Udall, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Upauu. No, I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wier. I think attention should be drawn to the fact that he is 
merely providing another avenue to get a more equitable cost basis. 
We have had representatives before the committee from all over the 
United States that have referred to the Perkins’ bill but they confined 
their remarks to the Perkins bill primarily. Most of them aim to 
accomplish about the same objective which you seek, Mr. Broyhill. 

Mr. Broruim.. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. Most of the school district representatives who have ap- 
peared here have been for the bill ever since the Department used it, 
and that is the 3 percent question. 

Mr. Broyumu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wier. And that would help the school districts considerably 
if it were removed permanently. 

Mr. Broyumu. It certainly would, and I understand that is in- 
cluded in the bill, is it not? 

Mr. Wier. Yes. So your approach here is merely another approach 
to it. 

Mr. Broyuiu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wier. But you have not confined yourself merely to proposals 
which are contained in the Perkins bill. 

Mr. Broruiu. I was confident that the committee in the considera- 
tion of the bill, would want to work out a fair and equitable formula, 
but I just wanted to point out that little example to show that we 
felt there was a little equity remaining in the bill as it is. 

Mr. Wier. But the more important thing is to be sure that the bill 
is extended. 

Mr. Brorum. Yes, sir, you are absolutely correct. 

Mr. Perxrns. Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. I just want to thank our colleague, Mr. Broyhill from 
northern Virginia, for appearing here and giving us the benefit of his 
views. It is always nice to have you appear before the committee, 
Mr. Babe 

Come back anytime you can. 


Mr. Broruma. Thank you. The chairman of the Democratic 
Party would not with you on that statement, however. 

Mr. Perxrns. The committee, Mr. Broyhill, certainly appreciates 
your appearing here today to the same extent that it has : reed 


your apeuaring before us in the in behalf of this | tion. 
Mr. Brornm.. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. STEWART L. UDALL, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARIZONA 


Mr. Per«ins. The delegation from Arkansas will have to wait 
until we get through with Congressman Udall. 

Congressman Udall was promised a week ago that he would be 
heard this morning, and at this time we will hear from a member of 
our own subcommittee, Mr. Udall. 

You may just proceed in your own way, Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upatn. Being, I hate to use the word, lazy—but I know that my 
colleagues understand the problems we have here—I have no prepared 
statement. 

However, I do want to make a systematic presentation supporting 
H. R. 6803 as the new title to Public Law 815. I have talked to 
members of the committee before on this legislation which was intro- 
duced originally last June, and I know that many of you are some- 
what familiar with its details, and I would like, both for the record 
and, perhaps, to fill you in on any aspects of the bill that you might 
not. be familiar with, to make a rather thorough and, I hope, a brief 
statement on this bill. 

Incidentally, considerable time has elapsed since the bill was first 
introduced and in working with the staff of the legislative counsel, 
we have made a few little modifications to H. R. 6803, which are before 
you this morning and there still must be made a few additional 
modifications to it, so it is not in its final form as yet. 

Of course, the basic philosophy behind Public Law 815 and Public 
Law 874 is, it seems to me, that where the Federal Government, 
throught its activities and actions, produces an excessive impact on 
local people, local taxpayers, and the local tax base, that Federal 
responsibility was thereby invoked to provide assistance, and that is, 
I think, the principal consideration which impelled this committee 
ori ginally to enact those laws. 

Now, it seems to me, as a person who both had experience out in 
his own State a few years ago as a school board member in a school 
district which was impacted, and which received Public Law 815 
money, and also having come from a State which, ahead of the 
Supreme Court decision, desegregated its schools in 1951 and 1952, 
and subsequently having had some experience in school desegregation— 
putting those two experiences together, it seemed to me that we had 
in the Seawind Court’s decision an impact which is equal to, or greater 
than, the impact. which the Congress has previously recognized in 
enactin Public Law 815, that the principle is applicable, and that 
there io Paden’ responsibility. 
ba I assume that there is a Federal impact, and what is that 
Impact 

f cou inning with the case of Pl against Ferguson, 
which meen ser by the Supreme Court 1896, the separate 
and equal doctrine applied as far as schools and school plants were 
concerned, and the so-called Southern States in our country proceeded 
from that time on, under the shelter of that doctrine, to plan their 
school systems and to erect school classrooms and school plants on the 
separate and equal idea. 

Then, suddently, after almost 50 years or more, the Supreme Court 
abandoned and reversed the separate and equal facilities doctrine and 
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ordered the States which were maintaining schools under that doctrine 
to desegregate and integrate their schools. 

Now, let us look at what the Supreme Court did. It seems to me 
that the Supreme Court, as 1 of the 3 branches of our Government, 
that its actions and activities are just as binding upon this committee 
as the actions of the Executive branch or the actions of Congress, 
What the Supreme Court said, as a practical matter, it seems to me, 
to these school districts, was: You must reorganize your school districts 
and your school plants and you must consolidate your school systems; 
you must abandon schools which do not fit into the program of de- 
segregation and thereby, as your chairman from Kentucky would 
particularly know, because his State is undergoing desegregation right 
now, it presented local schools where there is the integration problem, 
not only with the very severe problem of handling the human relations 
involved, but of overcoming customs which are very deep-seated, and 
it also presented them in many area with a financial problem. 

There are some areas where it is true that schools probably can 
integrate their pupils where there is a very small number of Negro 
pupils without difficulty and without enlarging school buildings, but 
there are many other areas—and I feel that we are going to be living 
with this problem and working with it for many years to come in 
various parts of the country—there are many areas where, in order to 
do what the Supreme Court has said these school districts must do, 
new classroom facilities must be constructed, and schools must be 
abandoned, and consolidations must take place. 

Therefore, it seems to me that the impact of the decision of the 
United States Supreme Court is not only just as inclusive as the 
Federal impact of placing a defense plant in an area is, but, as a 
matter of fact, it seems to me that, in some respects, it is a more per- 
suasive impact on these communities, because, at least, when you locate 
a defense plant in a community, the people who come in and get jobs 
are going to build homes and the homes will go on the tax rolls, 
and additional business will spring up as a result of the new payrolls 
in the community, and those businesses will find their way to the 
payrolls, and you thereby enlarge the tax bases in these communities 
intime. But there isno compensating factor whatsoever as far as these 
communities in the southern and in the border States are concerned. 
We simply state to them, you have to build new schools. To me there 
is a Federal impact that is the basis of the argument I present. 

If the committee feels, however, that there is no Federal impact 
and wants to pitch their argument on that basis, I think we can dispute 
it, as far as that is concerned, but I base my new title 5 of Public Law 
815 on the fact that it seems to me the Supreme Court decision provides 
a Federal impact just the same as the other impacts which have been 
previously recognized by the committee. 

Of course, it does follow logically, then, that since there is a Fed- 
eral impact, that a Federal responsibility is invoked and some Federal 
responsibility has been invoked under Public Law 815 of providing 
those facilities. Now, not on a matching basis, but on the same prin- 
anh as Public Law 815 of building them outright. 

think the next question that we should address ourselves to is how 
this particular program works and is it workable. 

Mr. Wier. Do you care to be interrupted on a subject as you go 
along, Mr. Udall? I see that you are going into another subject now. 
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Mr. Upatt. I would rather be interrupted as I go along, Mr. Wier. 
Since my colleagues know me so well, have no objection to being 
haggled at any point. 

Mr. Wier. You have just dealt with the basic part of your law. 

Mr. Upatu. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. The question that has created your thinking about this 
matter. 

Mr. Upatu. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. I have some little acquaintance with large communities 
in the South where our committee has visited and the question of 
impact. However, you stress very greatly here the necessity of the 
Supreme Court decision and the necessity for the construction of a lot 
of new classrooms and the reorganization of a whole school district 
in a locality. As you were doing that, I felt impelled to inquire of 
you where you find that true. 

Here in the Nation’s Capital, the theory of desegregation has been 
carried out over the last 8 years gradually and then suddenly it has 
reached the schools. 

Here in Washington, which has a large Negro population, not com- 

arable with some of the southern cities, but a large percentage, and 
do not find the District of Columbia finding it necessary to build 
additional facilities, except only for the normal growth. I do not 
see that it has demanded the building or the revision of any large 
amount of new classrooms or schools. They have a request before 
our committee for two or three new schools here in the District or, 
before the District Commissioners, but that is a small part of the school 
system in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Upatt. I said a moment ago that it seemed to me from a can- 
vass I have tried to take very hurriedly, that there are communities, 
and that there are school districts, where there will not be additional 
facilities needed. 

Washington happens to be a special case because of the fact that 
they have always had, due to the generosity of Congress, a pretty good 
school plant here, and all of the children have gone to school in the 
various neighborhoods, and I think this is an instance where there 
would be no impact at all. But let me cite to the gentleman a situation 
in my own State, in fact, in the Congressional District of my col- 
league, Mr. Rhodes, in the City of Phoenix, and I think this would 
be repeated in city after city in the South, where we have a Negro 
population in the cities of 5, 10, 15 or 20 percent. 

In the City of Phoenix in 1951, there were 3 or 4 or 5 high schools 
where white children went to school and there was only one Negro 
high school. 

The process of the desegregation is that the 300 or 400 Negro chil- 
dren in that high school are now in the other high schools, which, of 
course, required additional classroom capacity in those high schools. 
The former Negro high school is no longer used as a school building, 
but it is used for a storehouse or something, and by the same token, 
in many of these communities, as far as the elementary schools are 
concerned, the same situation obtains. 

Mr. Wier. Why did they discard the Negro high school ? 

Mr. Upatu. As a matter of fact, I do not happen to know the rea- 
sons why the school board did it. I think it was probably on the 
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verge of becoming obsolete and it was felt that that was the best way 
to handle it. 

Mr. Wier. Wait a minute. You were not carrying out the true 
sense of the 1896 decision of equal facilities and equal education. 

Mr. Upatx. I do not know whether they were or not. I think, as 
a matter of fact, that many communities, have not, and some have 
not been able to in the South and in other areas. I daresay that there 
are many communities in the north where there are areas which are 
predominantly the residences of minority groups which have not had 
school facilities which were equal to the school facilities which were 
provided in other areas of the cities. 

In any event, you would also find in most of the communities of the 
South where the Negro population is from 10 to 15 percent, that the 
Negro children, the high school pupils and the elementary pupils, are 
usually transported to the schools which they attend. That was the 
common pattern to get them to a school which was often 5 or 10 miles 
away from any particular point. In other words, they went to one 
central point oe the reverse situation exists in some of the southern 
counties where there is a Negro population of some 60 or 70 percent. 

Tn those areas, you will find that the white school children are trans- 
ported out to one common school, a public elementary school or a high 
school. There are probably as many different patterns as there are 
different communities, but, in any event, I would rest my case on the 
fact that in some of these communities, at least, in order to do what 
the Supreme Court has said must be done, there is a very definite need 
to consolidate school plants and to abandon some of these schools 
which no longer fit into the integration pattern. It is true that there 
are some schools which are probably obsolete which would be aban- 
doned, although again certainly the school facilities survey that has 
been conducted has shown, to my way of thinking, that there is a 
tremendous quantity of obsolete school buildings which are at the 
present time still in use and will continue to be in use until we can do 
something to catch up on the backlog. 

Mr. Ruoves. Will my colleague yield for a minute ? 

Mr. Wrer. Yes, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. Actually, the Carver High School in Phoenix is not 
now being used because it was a smaller school, and with the integra- 
tion situation, it was not economical to operate it. When I first came 
to the Phoenix area, there was only 1 high school, the Phoenix Union 
High School, and as my colleague stated, there are now 3 or 4, 

While the facilities were probably as good at Carver as at the old 
Phoenix Union School, they are not quite as good as the new ones 
which have been built since, so it was felt that it was better to use it 
for other p than as a high school. 

Mr. Wier. That is understandable, because my city has some schools 


which were built when the city was new, and as they went along, they 
built new schools. 
Thanks for allowing me to interrupt you, Mr. Udall. 
Mr. Upauz. I hope my conenguas will interrupt me at ony point 
g 


they desire to because I will be 
I proceed. 3 . 
I presented you with copies of the Department’s report. 


e gist of the report is contained in the last two paragraphs on 
the first page. 


to answer any questions I can as 
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I call your attention to two things. The first is, they state that the 
department is sympathetic with the objective of facilitating adjust- 
ments which are necessary. In other words, they feel that the overall 
objective of the bill issound. They would like to do something or feel 
that something should be done. 

They question, however, and this is really the only dissenting voice 
in the record that I can find, “whether it is possible to distinguish, 
in such manner as is necessary for determinations of the amounts to 
be paid under the bill, between that portion of the cost for a neetled 
school building which 1s occasioned by a program for racial desegrega- 
tion and the portion due to other causes, such as population growth, 
obsolescence, and so forth.” 

We have reframed the bill, in part, to answer that specific objection. 
Although it seemed to me, and I have not read the bill over lately, but 
the way it was originally drafted, it was quite plain that it would be 
very easy to administer and, to my way of thinking, the determination 
of eligibility and the amount to be paid would be easier to determine 
than under the involved formula developed for Public Law 815. 

I call your attention in the draft to section 502 on page 2 where we 
state, and mind you the school board would make application for 
these funds just the same as they apply today, and it would be certified 
by the State agencies: 

A local educational agency shall be eligible under this title for the payment 
provided for herein if the Commissioner of Education finds: 


(1) That the local educational institution is carrying out, or is prepared to 
carry out, a program of racial integration of pupils— 


which would be, of course, stated in the application— 


and 

(2) That the construction of additional school facilities is needed in order to 
carry out such program of racial integration and maintain an average of not 
more than 25 pupils per classroom in the schools of such agency. 

Now, the idea, then, is that any school district which is faced with 
the integration problem and which also, as part of solving that prob- 
lem, has a school classroom or school facilities problem, in order to do 
the job the way the Supreme Court said it must be done, those people 
make an application and say either that they are in the process of 
carrying it out, and this bill would relate back to the initial Supreme 
Court decision, and it would be retroactive, and any school district 
that is in the States of Kentucky, West Virginia, or Missouri, would 
be eligible if they had to build new school buildings or crowd 45 chil- 
dren into a classroom. 

They, in other words, would either say we are in the process of 
carrying it out, or we have planned and are ready to go ahead and 
do so, we are integrating 75 or 100 children who have been attending 
school where we have been transporting them either out of the district 
to a high school or an elementary school or what have you, and we are 
going to build a centralized school plant or a new school here or 
there and here is our plan, and you determine our entitlement on the 
basis of the number of students who are going to be integrated. 

That is the practical working functioning of it and it seems to me 
that it adequately meets the objection that the Department has voiced 
that this is something that cannot be administered and is not a work- 
able plan. 
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I feel, as I have stated,.that it would be perhaps easier to ad- 
minister and to determine eligibility under it than under the present 
formula. 

Now, a week ago, when Mr. Brownell was here from Minnesota, I 
know we had a brief colloquy concerning his feeling that this bill 
was asking the State of Minnesota, or my own State, since we got no 
aid under the bill, to help the other States involved in this problem, 

I would like to deal with that just briefly because I do not think 
that there is merit to the argument. 

Actually, that is precisely what we are doing today under Public 
Law 815. 

There are many States in the Union where the activities of the Fed- 
eral Government, as far as defense plants or military installations are 
concerned, are very minor, or nonexistent, and those States get no 
Public Law 815 money. The money 1 te where the Federal responsi- 
bility is, and the same rule would apply as far as this bill is 
concerned. 

I would like to address myself to one other argument that has been 
presented to be informally by members of this committee and other 
members of the full committee, and that is that the proposition of 
attaching this to Public Law 815 and the introduction of a new title 5 
might injure the bill. Of course, as someone who has been very close 
to Public Law 815 before I came to Congress, I sonal. feel as the 
school superintendents do who have testified here, that this is a good 


program and that it must be continued. I would not want to propose 
any measure which would seriously injure the bill. 


However, in the light of the testimony which was presented here 
yesterday by Mr. Mitchell, I would submit to the committee that this 
new title 5 would strengthen the bill and, in fact, is very definitely 
needed in the bill because it seems to me that if the members of the 
committee agree that there is a Federal impact, if they agree that there 
is a Federal responsibility involved and if Congress should do some- 
thing about it, if we take the bill to the Floor and say that we have 
taken cognizance of this problem, and that we have a positively con- 
structive program, our bill will be in much stronger shape before the 
Congress than if we do nothing about the problem, and yet acknowl- 
edge among ourselves that there is Federal responsibility presented. 

ay I point out also, and I have discussed this legislation of mine 
with many southern Members of Congress, that I find that no antag- 
onism is aroused by Members of Congress in the States affected, as far 
as this legislation is concerned. 

Their feeling is, as they expressed it publicly and privately, that 
they have not asked the Federal Government to interfere with their 
local school arrangements, and they want to be left alone, but this is 
not a measure—since it, in effect, holds out a helping hand—which 
arouses anyone’s anger or that would cause anyone to start a filibuster 
and strenuously oppose the legislation, and, therefore, it seems to me 
that this committee would be doing a very positive constructive service 
to the country toward the solution of this problem by tacking onto the 
bill a new title 5. 

In fact, my real objection, if I may voice it here today, about those 
who call themselves moderates, as far as the school integration problem 
is concerned, and I include among them the leading men of the country 
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today, such as the President, Mr. Stevenson, and Mr. Kefauver and 
others who do believe in going ahead with this problem, is that no one 
has any program to do anything about it. 

We have plenty of free advice for the communities and States 
affected, we are all ready to hand it out to them at the drop of a hat, 
but no one has any constructive program to help them. ; 

It seems to me that one thing this Congress could do that I think 
down through the years, as this problem is worked out, would be 
looked back on as a farsighted accomplishment, would be to put this 
amendment on Public Law 815 and see to it that the Congress faces its 
responsibility and provides positive help toward the working out 
of this problem. 

In fact, I would suggest to the committee this morning that we are 
embarking, really, if we put this new title on Public Law 815, we are 
embarking on a new venture just as the committee did 6 years ago 
when Public Laws 815 and 874 were enacted. We did not know 
exactly how many school districts would apply, we did not know how 
the law would be administered, and what problems. would be en- 
countered, and no one knew at that time how successful or unsuccessful 
it would be. So I say to the committee this morning, let us experiment 
with this title, and this problem, just as you did 6 yearsago. Let us put 
it in the act and Jet us see what happens. Let us find out how many 
school districts in Kentucky or Missouri or Tennessee or Texas, are 
ready to go ahead or are about to go ahead, or will come in, in the next 


2 years, and make application. It may be that there will not be too 
many. 


It may be, on the other hand, that this will eee to be the type of 


program that will do more than anything else to help these com- 
munities meet the problem in an orderly, democratic fashion, and 
to somehow get it solved, because it is difficult, it seems to me, for us to 
tell the communities affected that they must solve the human relations 
problems involved—it is a very deep and terrible problem in many 
areas of the country—much less to tell them they have to build a lot of 
new school buildings in addition to that. 

So, it is my feeling that there is Federal responsibility involved and 
that the committee would be acting very wisely to tack on one addi- 
tional title to this law in an attempt to do something constructive about 
this problem and to see what the Congress can do to help those areas 
of the country which are affected. 

That completes my presentation, Mr. Chairman. 

I have with me Mr. Andrew Biemillen, and Mr. Edgar Fuller, who, 
I think, are going to briefly present testimony supporting me. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Wier, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Wier. What is the logic of inserting this issue of the Federal 
impact into the bill? Some of the comment, I know, is realistic be- 
cause there are a number of school districts within the 13 border States 
that have made a very careful survey in order to determine if they can 
fight it out on desegregation. 

In some cases, we find that they are redistricting their school bound- 
aries and many of them could carry out desegregation very easily if 
they could relocate some of their schools. For example, cities which 
have a minority of Negro population could come under the definition 
of desegregation by the relocation of school boundaries and by the 
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relocation of schools, because many districts feel that they can absorb 
a certain percentage of colored pupils without any friction. 

On the other hand, we have other areas where the colored popula- 
tion is 50-50 or 60-40, and those are the school districts that will give 
us problems. 

As to these border States that you mentioned, Arlington County, 
in the northern part of Virginia, finds that the colored problem is not 
sufficient to prevent desegregation. Your pressure comes from Rich- 
mond. That is true in Kentucky and it is true in Tennessee and in 
many districts where they can accept desegregation if they can relocate 
the schools and bring them within boundaries without too serious stress, 

Do you have any estimate of the cost that your bill would involve if 
it were approved, considering the demand for new schoolhouses and 
so forth, where this question is paramount? I do not presume that you 
have any estimate of what it would cost. What would the outlay be 
here? Is every school district that goes into desegregation going to 
ask for additional funds to meet those costs ¢ 

Mr. Upaxu. Of course, no survey has been made of that, and none 
can be made at this time. We would be embarking on an experiment 
and it seems to me if you put it on a careful census check, the big need 
will be in the deep South areas, that the cg ee would be relatively 
small, but it would subsequently build up, because obviously on the 

oint you have just made, many of the areas such as you find in 

t. Louis,.Mo., and so forth, the problem was worked out as far 
as school facilities are concerned, about the same as it was in Wash- 
ington, and yet the farther you go into the so-called deep South 
areas, and into the southern border State areas, the greater the need 
will be, and you wil) have 50 children, for instance, who were trans- 
ported out to a common high school from another county. Certainly 
— can probably stuff them into an existing high school plant, not 

uilt for that number of children, but I say there is a Federal re- 
sponsibility and we ought to build whatever additional classrooms 
would be needed. 

Of course, I do not foresee that the outlay we attach to this bill 
for a 2-year period would be anything that need alarm anyone at all 
and, of course, as a practical matter, we have control over the thing at 
the department anyway, in that there are always people who have 
applied and who are eligible and yet who, because they have a low 
priority, do not get the money because it is not appropriated, and that 
could be reviewed at the proper time. 

If the cost, which do not anticipate, appeared to be exces- 
sive, if it is a Federal responsibility, the Government ought to pay 
it, but I think we would have time to review that when the various 
appropriation bills come up. 

Mr. Wier. Do you honestly feel that desegregation is a Government 
problem ? 

Mr. Upatt. I think it isa national problem. I have said on the floor 
of Congress that it is the number one domestic problem in this country. 

Mr. Wrer. I did not say national; I recognize the national interest. 

Ress Upaut. I think not only national interest but a national respon- 
sibility. 

Mr. Wier. I said a Government problem. 

Mr. Upaut.. A Federal problem, a Federal responsibility. 

Mr. Wier. There, I probably disagree with you. 
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Mr. Upauw. As I said earlier, the problem itself is the direct out- 
growth from one thing, and from one thing only, and that is the 
action by the Supreme Court of the United States. 

be rer. I am not going to belabor the point, but again I disagree 
with you. 

(The supplemental information furnished by the witness was ac- 
cepted by the committee, and is printed for the record as follows:) 


CoMMONWEALTH or KENTUCKY, 
DEPARTMENT OF EpUCcATION, 
Frankfort, May 2, 1956. 
Hon. Stewart L. Up 


House of Representatives, Congress of the United States, 
Washington, D. OC. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Upati: I am very grateful for your letter of April 19, 
in which you refer to your proposed legislation to extend Public Law 815 which 
would provide special school building aid to States in the process of integrating 
the races in a total educational service. 

After studying the provisions of this bill, we are convinced of its outstanding 
merit and value to States like our own. In addition to our endorsement of the 
measure we are preparing to use whatever influence at our command to secure 
its passage. In that matter we shall be looking to you for guidance. 

The aid you propose with this bill (H. R. 6808) will greatly facilitate our 
program in Kentucky of providing a single school service to accomodate the chil- 
dren of all races and people. One of the greatest difficulties we have had with our 
program of integration is due to the lack of facilities. In Adair County, for 
example, the board of education last year attempted to defer integration until 
adequate classrooms could be provided. I might add that, in the present build- 
ings, there was an average of approximately 32 pupils per classroom. It is easily 
understood that the addition of Negro children to this number will create a diffi- 
cult situation to handle. The action on the part of the local board of education 
resulted in the only litigation we have had up to this time. The people of 
Kentucky are accepting integration very well indeed, but the orderly process is 
being handicapped on account of the needed facilities. 

We are requesting the Kentucky delegation to give all support possible to this 
bill and we want to extend our congratulations to you personally for your efforts 
in this behalf. 

Cordially yours, 
Rosert R, MARTIN, 
Superintendent of Public Instruction. 


Mipwest Criry ScHOooLs, 
Midwest City, Okla., April 17, 1956. 
Hon, Stewart UDALL, 
Member, United States Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. UpALy: First, let me thank you and the other members of the Educa- 
tion Subeommittee considering extension of Public Laws 815 and 874 for the 
courteous reception given the school superintendents who presented testimony 
concerning this legislation last week. We sincerely believe that our experience 
in operating schools under this legislation has placed us in a position to suggest 
changes for the betterment of these acts. We trust this testimony will be of 
value to the committee in its executive consideration. 

Regarding your bill, H. R. 6803, I went out to the State Capitol this afternoon 
and had quite a lengthy discussion with Dr. Oliver Hodge, State Superintendent 
of Publie Instruction in Oklahoma. We read the bill and discussed the other 
material which you gave me while I was in Washington. We also gave careful 
consideration to the progress of integration in the Oklahoma schools, and Dr. 
Hodge expressed a belief that legislation similar to that which you are proposing 
would be of inestimable value in furthering the integration of the schools of our 
State. 

The following facts will serve as a brief report on the progress of integration 
in Oklahoma. During the 1954-55 school year, the last year prior to the 
Supreme Court decision, there was a total of 529,880 pupils enrolled in the 
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schools of Oklahoma. Of this total 38,131, or 7.2 percent, were Negro children 
and the remainder or 491 were white children. During this same year there were 
96 Negro high schools operating in this State with a total enrollment of slightly 
less than 9,000 pupils. Of course, some of these high schools received trans- 
ferred pupils from several districts and thus represented the educational oppor- 
tunity for many individual school districts. During the 1955-56 school year 2) 
Negro high schools ceased to operate which resulted in the integration of 146 
high-school programs within the State since the elimination of one high school 
meant that the transferred pupils attending it returned to their respective pre- 
viously all white high school. Also, this larger number represents integration 
within schools of some of the larger districts where the Negro school was not 
abandoned. During this year there were also 129 elementary schools in which 
both Negro children and white children attended the same school. 

A recent survey indicates that 31 additional Negro high school programs 
will be eliminated during the 1956-57 school year which will result in a similar 
increase in overall integration within the school programs of the State. The at- 
tached sheet of quotes from recent letters on file in Dr. Hodge's office will serve 
to indicate the need for additional school buildings in the school districts 
which have integrated, as well as to further implement integration in the 
schools in the State. In view of this need we believe that the principle of your 
legislation is sound even though we question the advisability of attaching it to 
Public Law 815 as title V. It would seem to me that your committee might 
consider this legislation as a separate law which certainly proposes a positive 
approach to one of our major national problems. Steps should be taken to 
collect information such as that which is briefly given for Oklahoma in order 
that it might be enacted into law. 

As a means to secure further study of your proposal by the school superin- 
tendents in Oklahoma Dr. Hodge would like for you to mail him 30 or 40 copies 
(or as many as possible) of H. R. 6803 in order that he may distribute them to 
some of the school administrators wrestling with this problem. Also send him 
3 or 4 copies of your remarks in the Congressional Record of February 21 and 
the mimeographed copy of your remarks on introducing the bill which will be 
helpful in familiarizing the school superintendents with the philosophy and 
principles supporting it. These should be mailed directly to Dr. Oliver Hodge, 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction, State Capitol, Oklahoma City, Okla. 

I shall continue to advise with other school superintendents in Oklahoma and 
trust that they may become better informed on this legislation. 

Sincerely, 
Oscar V. Rose, 
Superintendent. 
QUOTES 


“We have no alternative, other than to operate our Negro schools another 
year. We do not have the room to put these children in our white school. 

“If the Negro children want subjects that we are unable to offer in their 
school, and the subjects are offered in the white school, they will be allowed to 
come to the white school and take them, If there are Negro children who want 
to enroll in the white school, they will be allowed to do so.” 

“Our Negro school serves a large area populated by Negro people and the 
number of pupils is large enough that they could not possibly be accommodated 
in the white schools. The Board of Education is working on policies dealing 
with isolated groups that live in areas served by white schools.” 

“Our South (Negro) High School will be abandoned at the close of this year, 
and the ninth through the twelfth grades are to be integrated. 

“The Creek County transfers, (grades 1-8), are to be refused (contested) if 
they are applied for. 

“We will maintain a 2-room (grades 1-8) school at the present Negro school. 
Up to 50 Negro children are expected to attend there next year. 

“Transportation services will be completely integrated, but we will not op- 
erate a bus into Creek County as we did this year. 

“This degree of integration can be carried out without a major building 
program.” 


Mr. Perxrns. Proceed, Mr. Biemiller. 
Mr. Bremitier. I would suggest that Mr. Fuller proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF EDGAR FULLER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE 
COUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS 


Mr. Pergins. Proceed, Mr. Fuller. 

Mr. Fouzer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Edgar Fuller. I am executive secretary of the Council of 
Chief State School Officers. 

Tam See to appear here with Representative Udall whom I have 
known for a long, long time. I knew him when he was a student and 
we were in the same school together. 

Mr. Perxins. That is a long time. 

Mr. Fuuter. I am very proud of him. 

I do not have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, but I think I 
would like to just briefly delineate some of the problems and some of 
the possible positions on this legislation that might be taken. 

In the first place, the Chief State School Officers have no official 
policy on this amendment and I am speaking personally, rather than 
as a representative for them, in what I say, although I have conferred 
with many of them and I know the attitudes of many of them toward 
this legislation and this proposed amendment. 

In the second place, I Senld be the last one to want to do anything 
to interfere with Public Law 815 or 874 or their extension, or to 
interfere in any way with the Kelley bill which is now pending in the 
House or the administration bill which has been introduced as a 
companion bill to the Kelley bill for school construction. 

Our policy is thoroughly in favor of all 3 of those, the 2 laws and 
the proposed school construction legislation which is now pending. 

However, I do agree with Mr. Udall that this is probably the number 
one domestic issue; that it was created by an action of the Supreme 
Court of the United States; that there is a Federal responsibility if a 
way can be found by which that responsibility can be met which will 
actually help the situation. 

I admire anyone who will take the time and the effort to seek an 
aflirmative solution to this problem. 

The extremists on one side, the extremists on the other side, as has 
been pointed out repeatedly by many people, are narrowing the area 
ve which moderate Americans can live and act with regard to this 
problem. 

We are being forced to be extreme one way or another way by po- 
litical pressures and social pressures and economic pressures, and 
there ought to be a broadening of the middle ground rather than a 
narrowing of the middle ground which looks toward reasonable solu- 
tions. 

Now, specifically, I think that it would be more in accord with the 
spirit and intention of the Supreme Court decision and particularly 
the Court’s implementation decision if in some way the discretion 
which is granted in Mr. Udall’s bill to the Commissioner of Educa- 


tion could be placed at a level closer to the — 


I doubt very much that the attitude in the South, and I have talked 
to some chief State school officers about this, could be brought to agree 
with a solution which places discretionary authority in a Federal 
office. Education is a State function and the general policy of the 
Congress is to place the responsibility for administration of educa- 
tion at the State level. 
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So I think that perhaps that possibility ought to be explored with 
the thought that here are a good many States, and some even in the 
Deep South which may, along the lines of the local option features of 
the Gray plan in Virginia and otherwise, find that they want to make 
some sort of showing toward compliance with the Supreme Court de- 
cision in their respective States. 

I think that might even apply to some State governments. I am 
sure it does apply to some State a not only in the border 
States, but some farther south such States as Kentucky, Mis- 
souri, and West Virginia. 

This would provide an opportunity for local initiative, under State 
control, to make a beginning in accord with the ees principles of 
the legal control of education at the State and local levels. 

It seems to me that it would in these respects be fully in accord 
with the Supreme Court decision and yet would have a very great 
many elements which would lead to gradual implementation under 
State and local control. 

Sol suggest a change from Federal to State administration for the 
committee’s consideration as a sort of amendment to the Udall 
amendment. 

Mr. Perxrns. Is that your statement, Mr. Fuller? 

Mr. Fourier. That is approximately it. 

Mr. Perxrns. I have 2 or 3 questions I would like to ask you. 

I take it, then, you would not suggest any civil rights legislation 
to the extension of these sactionlag ones at this time. Am I correct 


in that assumption, from your testimony ? 
Mr. Futier. I would say I would not favor doing anything which 


would impede the extension of Public Laws 815 and 874, as amended, 
and I think it would have to be left to your judgment concerning 
whether the Udall amendment would be an impediment. 

I think, however, that if you should arrive at the decision that it 
would be an impediment, Mr. Chairman, that you might very well 
consider some such-approach as this in an independent bill. 

Mr. Perxtns. In separate legislation? 

Mr. Fouuier. I think your judgment would have to be relied upon in 
that respect. You know more here in Congress than anyone outside 
could possibly know whether or not this amendment would impede 
the extension of Public Laws 815 and 874, as amended. 

Mr. Perxuns. I certainly agree with the constructive approach by 
Representative Udall of Arizona, but I am constrained to the feeling 
that his title V would kill the legislation. 

Ican goalong withit. Icansupport it,and would. But to get this 
legislation extended in view of the progress that is being made in the 
field of desegregation at the present time, and in view of the Supreme 
Court decision that the States must act with deliberate speed and in 
view of the fact that we are only proposing to extend this legislation 
for a period of 2 years, and, er, in view of the “hot issue” present 
in the Congress on the segregation versus integration, I just doubt the 
propriety of attempting any implementing legislation—that is my own 
personal beliet--bohtsene I believe that it would keep us from 


making progress and getting this legislation through the House of 
Representatives. 
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But, at the same time, I can well realize the importance of the con- 
structive views of the gentleman from Arizona. We have worked here 
for 4 years Pa t.a school construction bill. Now to see it over 
here dormant in the Rules Committee, and we find as a consequence the 
school children are suffering all over the Nation. 

If this was permanent legislation, | personnally could not see any 
better approach than title V suggested by the gentleman from Arizona. 

But as chairman of this subcommittee, we will certainly consider 
his amendment, but I felt I should express my views. 

I am one of those members, perhaps I am from a border State, but I 
have confidence in the Supreme Court decision. I feel that much 
progress is being made all over the Nation at the present time and I 
am wondering if we tamper and interfere in a measure of this kind, 
it seems to me we might interfere with some progress that we are now 
making. 

Two years is not very long and if some of the States are still defiant 
towards the Supreme Court decision when this legislation expires, I 
am very sure that we will have to extend this legislation again. 

In view of world conditions and the defense activities in the country 
there is no doubt about it, in my mind, but the committee here will all 
work together and the one thing that we will keep in mind is that we 
will not try to attach any amendments to the bill that will keep us from 
getting the legislation through the Congress. 

I think that is what Representative Udall and all the members of this 
subcommittee who are all interested in this legislation getting it 
through, have in mind. That will be the guiding star in their minds 


to not let any amendment destroy the legislation anywhere along the 
line. 

Mr. Upat.. May I say to the chairman that I will be, I am sure, dis- 
putea with him in private and rebutting what he has just said, al- 


though I agree with much that the gentleman has said. 

I have no objection—I perhaps did not indicate that earlier—if this 
were voced out as separate legislation if it is the view of the commit- 
tee that it would endanger the bill. 

However, it has been my brief experience as a Congressman that 
much good legislation is killed by excessive caution. Since this title V 
is not abhorrent to any Co n that I have talked to, and I have 
had Members of Congress from the Deep South examine it, I would 
doubt today whether any Member from any of those States would rise 
to oppose it. I don’t see why they would. 

Mr. Perxrns. I tell you now that they will. 

Mr. Upaut. I think the gentleman does it a disservice in referring 
to it as civil rights legislation, because I regard it as school building 
legislation. 

I am sure we will have a happy time threshing this problem out in 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. Perxrns. I certainly want to make myself clear that I am 100 
percent in favor of civil rights legislation in separate legislation, but 
at the same time, I well realize, talking to the boys over here in the 
cloakroom almost. daily, that any attempt to attach an amendment to 
this bill will certainly mean the death of it. I really believe that. 

Mr. Upautz; Were we not told yesterday that an attempt will be 
made to attach an amendment on the floor? I am saying to the gen- 
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tleman with a title V in it that the bill is actually strengthened as far 
as passage on the floor is concerned. 

Mr. Perxrns. Personally, I feel that you have a good approach, 
but it will not get the votes to pass the bill. That is just the way | 
feel about it. 

Mr. Fuuirr. Mr. Chairman, if I may, when your colleague, Mr. 
Powell, introduces his amendment, if he does, you would have the 
expression of one very definite side of this controversy for the Con- 
gress to passon. That is very, very much different than the careful, 
moderate ao which Mr. Udall’s bill, I think, with some amend- 
ments, would make. 

And Public Laws 815 and 874 have the nonpartisan, the bipartisan 
support, Republicans and Democrats alike. It is practically unan- 
imous. 

And I do not believe that that bill would either pass or not pass 
because of the Udall amendment. 

Mr. Perxtns. Mr. Fuller, I know that you have been around here 
a long time and I believe you pretty well know the sense of the mem- 
bers of the Congress at the present time. I certainly would like you 
to make a little survey and give this subcommittee a little informa- 
tion when we go into executive session here. 

If you find that the membership will support title V any quicker 
than they will support the Powell amendment, I would certainly like 
to have that information and I know the subcommittee would like 
to have that information, and I know the full committee would like 
to have that information. 

But, notwithstanding, if we adopted the gentleman’s approach here 
and it is a very constructive approach, in my opinion—I want to make 
that remark—TI still feel that that would not deter the gentleman 
from New York, Mr. Powell, from offering his amendment. 

Mr. Upatu. No, I make no such contention as that. I think the 
gentleman from New York has some point in stating that the Con- 
gress cannot enact school legislation without taking cognizance of 
eo ie ome Court decision. I think there is some point in what he 
makes. 

If this committee can say we have taken cognizance of it and we 
have enacted a positive constructive program, we have a rather ef- 
fective answer to him. 

But I am sure that this argument will ensue in the days to come 
and we will let Mr. Biemiller have his say. 

Mr. Perkins. If we can pass the bill with your approach, I feel 
like you will have a lot of support, but personally I do not believe we 
ean, in talking to the membership. 


STATEMENT OF ANDREW J. BIEMILLER, LEGISLATIVE REPRE- 
SENTATIVE FOR THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND 
CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS 


Mr. Bremiter. For the record, I am Andrew J. Biemiller, legis- 
lative representative for the American Federation of Labor-CI0. 

I wish to appear briefly this morning any to put our organization 
on record for the approach and the principles involved in H. R. 6803. 
We believe this is a very salutary proposal. We think there is need for 
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considerable school construction in the areas of the country that are 
affected by the Supreme Court decision. 

The day after the original Supreme Court decision was announced, 
the executive council of the then AFL issued a statement urging that 
funds be appropriated for this specific purpose of meeting the economic 
needs that we believe would be created by that decision. 

We hope this committee will see fit to report out the bill. 

Mr. Perxrins. Mr. Wier. 

Mr. Wier. First, I want to join with Mr. Fuller; I think this is 
a most appropriate time. I have sat on the committee here since Mr. 
Udall has been a member of Congress and I want to join with you 
in saying that Mr. Udall is one of our most valuable members because 
Mr. Udall is thinking ahead of a lot of us on many subjects that come 
before this committee and the Congress. He is constructive and he 
— considerably more thinking on some of these things than perhaps 
I do. 

I have lived with this 8 years, this type of legislation. So I want to 
commend by colleague, Mr. Udall, for being an outstanding repre- 
sentative of his people and his State, and in this case the educational 
processes of this country. 

I do not want to take one thing away from the gentleman for his 
arduous efforts to do something. 

However, I have some hesitation in feeling that the objective he 
seeks will be obtained in a separate legislation rather than a part of 
this bill. 

You are perfectly correct when you say this is the issue of the day. 
This may be the beginning of great political repercussions. And I 
think Mr. Biemiller just made known the fact that school construction 
is needed in every way, shape, and sense. I have no quarrel with the 
question of adding school irs the necessity for them. 

But that is not what they want in the southern States. I probably 
agree that you would not get too much objection to this as an amend- 
ment, or as a bill, because it would not bring the issue out. It would 
be merely adding the right of districts, now segregated districts, of 
taking advantage of getting some new schools and at full cost. There 
is no grant-in-aid here. 

But I have not heard any information in the South that it is a 
question of the cost of new facilities or relocation except on the border 
States. 

Now, this bill here would be rather inducing to those border States. 
I think I can name about 7 States that will look on this bill from 
the point of view that this is not the issue. There is an issue much 
deeper than this. 

Mr. Upatx. Does ~~ colleague, though, may I ask, see anything 
coercive, punitive or abhorrent in this bill with regard to our col- 
league from Alabama, Mr. Elliott, or anyone from those States? 

Mr. Wier. I think the objective of this bill is an inducement, but 
it will not work except in certain districts. 

Mr. Upatt. I can see that point, but I say it might provide the type 
of aid that will help people solve their own problems in their own 
communities. 

I am a firm believer that we have gotten off on the wrong track on 
this thing. State politics and others particularly have gotten into 
the picture. It is a local community problem to be solved by school 
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boards and PTA’s and people in local communities and the sooner 
we get back there, the better. 

r. Wier. I agree with you; I do not call this civil rights legislation. 

Mr. Upatx. I am glad to hear you say that. 

Mr. Wrer. That is the reason I feel quite sure that not too many 
Southerners would raise an issue about this either in these bills or 
out of these bills, but they would look upon it as bait. 

Mr. Upaut. I do not offer it as that. As I tried to stress earlier, 
I offer it because I feel there is a Federal responsibility. That is the 
ee for which we offer it. 

r. Wier. It is my conviction I do not feel it is a Federal respon- 
sibility. I believe that in the Supreme Court decision, and I learned 
the lesson the hard way in labor, that when the Supreme Court talks, 
that is the decision. e have learned that. 

And I think that is the decision that has to be accepted in this 
country and eventually will have to be accepted. 

Now, you are trying to shorten that a little bit and you are offering 
encouragement to districts that can and will gladly look upon this 
with favor, but let us not think of it in the terms that it will cure the 
real problem. 

Mr. Bremitter. Mr. Chairman, first I would like to associate myself 
with the remarks that have previously been made by members of the 
subcommittee and Mr. Fuller in regard to the excellent ability and 
fine insight which Congressman Udall has shown in approaching 
this as he does on other matters. 

Now, the second point I want to make is just the point that Mr. 


Wier ended on, that the labor movement certainly, as you correctly 
stated, Mr. Wier, knows that when the Supreme Court speaks, this 
is the law of the land. And we are doing exactly what Mr. Wier 
suggested when we urged that 6803 be reported. That is what we 
want to find a way of implementing that decision and getting schools 
built for kids that need them very, very badly. 

I agree that this is not civil a legislation. This is an attempt 


to recognize what the AFL-CIO does consider is a Federal respon- 
sibility as a result of the action of the Supreme Court. 

Mr. Perxtins. Well, I certainly want to concur in all the remarks 
that were made, particularly by Mr. Wier, Mr. Fuller, and Mr. 
Biemiller, concerning the constructive approach by Mr. Udall. It 
is not civil-rights legislation in any means. We need separate civil- 
rights legislation. Feonls need to vote in many States without paying 
a tax. 

ut my point of view is to the effect that I am just fearful, even 
though it was a constructive approach, that it would get us bogged 
down, and if we were proposing to extend the legislation more than 
2 yea, I would be one of the first to that title V proposed by 
Mr. Udall should be attached to this legislation. 

But I still believe that I am correct, with the tempers in the Con- 
gress as they are today, that this approach could obstruct the passage 
of the legislation. That is just my personal belief. 

I want to assure you gentlemen, particularly Mr. Udall, that his 
amendment will receive full consideration in the subcommittee and in 
the full committee. 
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I am mighty proud that all of you gentlemen have appeared here 
this morning. 

Mr. Metcalf? 

Mr. Mercar. It has been my experience on this committee that some 
of the most fulsome praise of a colleague comes out as a prelude to 
disagreeing with his legislation. 

Mr. Upauu. I was going to say earlier that I am delighted to be 
ladened with bouquets. I would hope to be ladened with a bill, too. 

Mr. Meroatr. ? would say to the gentleman from Arizona that I 
concur in all the kind things that my colleague has said about him, 
his ability, his farsightedness, and his thinking about these problems 
in a positive, constructive way. 

I also want to say that I am going to support his legislation as 
vigorously as I intend to oppose the amendment offered by Mr. Powell, 
of New York, because I feel in this moderate peniaal is the only 
salvation of this grave domestic crisis. 

Now, Dr. Fuller has said to me many times, much more vehemently 
at times than he testified before the committee today, that we are 
making progress in this integration question and he continually points 
out that these border states are fringe states and we must regard the 
South as a region and we make progress. 

Now, we have had before this full committee and reported out a 
library service which is to be an example of what can be done for 
a period of 5 years on extension of library services to rural areas. 

The whole thought of the committee was that we would make an 
example of the kind of services that a local community could have 
and then we would drop the whole program and it would be such a 
good program that the local communities would pick it up. 

It seems to me that we have here the answer to the chairman’s 
statement that in the next 2 years, in the border States that would take 
advantage of the constructive and positive approach that the gentle- 
inan from Arizona has, we have here a demonstration of what can 
be done by local school districts, a demonstration that would spread 
on into this region, its would spread into other areas of the 
deep South instead of in the border States. 

It seems to me that we should try at this stage of the gradual and 
moderate approach to demonstrate to the people that we from Mon- 
tana and from Minnesota and from the northern States where we 
have very little of this problem except as it affects the Indians, this 
problem of segregation, we should demonstrate that we want to help 
and that we are willing to contribute our tax money to do so. 

So I assure the gentleman from Arizona that when we get into exec- 
utive session, not only will I praise his astuteness, his ability and fore- 
thought, but also wil wappert his bill. 

Mr. Upatu. This is most heartening. 

Mr. Perxins. Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Tuompson. There is very little to be said except that Mr. Met- 
calf, affectionately known to me as “Justice,” has expressed my senti- 
ments. I do not subscribe to the thing which we hear too often which 
Pisa to me creates the attitude that the tail can keep wagging the dog 

orever. 


The problem alluded to by our friend and distinguished chairman, 
Mr. Perkins, that there would be opposition to this proposition from 
the South may or may not be true, but we must keep in mind that to a 
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large extent notice has been served on anyone who wants to solve this 
problem by a reasonable and moderate approach, an approach under 
the law and with honor, that there will be no acceptance of it except 
on their terms. 

On the other hand we have heard from others who say that only their 
approach, an affirmative one such as Mr. Powell’s, will be acceptable 
to them. Where does it leave the vast body of us who believe firmly 
in the Supreme Court’s decision in the proposition and who want to 
see this thing handled and handled with deliberate speed and with 
consideration for all of the people. 

I think, therefore—having discussed this with my friend from Ari- 
zona on many occasions; I know how much thought he has given it 
and I know how sound his thinking is—that this is an Saheuatl which 
to sensible members of the Congress should be acceptable. It is not 
offered as the approach which is going to solve the whole problem. 
Obviously, it will not. 

But at least it gives something to those school districts which are 
trying to solve the problem. I do not think that it is what one member 
characterized it recently, the idea of waving a dollar in front of some- 
one and saying, “Here is your incentive. Come grab it.” 

On the contrary, I think it might be said that the people from other 
sections of the country who don’t have this problem are, as Mr. Metcalf 
has just said, willing to spend their tax dollars to help. 

I, too, intend to support the gentleman’s proposition in executive 
session where we do not oe to be so polite with him. 


Mr. Upatu. This is getting interesting. I have three votes. 
Mr. Tuomrson. I mean to do ry rd I can to see that this propo- 


sition is enacted either as a part of 
separately. 

But in any case, I think it is sound enough that it should receive the 
consideration which our chairman has so promised us and for which 
we are so grateful. 

Seriously, I would like to commend Mr. Udall, and to say that I 
have a very deep and sincere respect for his ability and I am extremely 
grateful to him for being one Member of Congress who came up with 
this brand new idea which has so much merit. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Perxtns. Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Chairman, I want to join the other members of the 
committee in congratulating my colleague from Arizona on the fact 
that he has at least come up with an approach to this very difficult 
problem. I would like to say here and now that I have eoreny oa 
enjoyed working with him for the last 2 years and I think that we have 
been able to accomplish quite a bit for our State. His industry is cer- 
tainly manifest and his intelligence is beyond doubt. 

Now, I may be in the category that you just mentioned, the kind who 
says, “You are a good guy, Stu; but I cannot go along with you.” 

y sentiments were pretty well expressed by the chairman of the 
committee. To me this legislation is so important that I feel that it is 
oy necessary that we do nothing to impede its progress through 

e House. 


egislation under consideration, or 
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On the other hand, if your bill, H. R. 6803, comes up for considera- 
tion as a separate bill, I assure you that I will give it my utmost 
consideration. 

I would like to ask you one question concerning the provision of 
the bill. Section 502, subsection 1 thereof, says— 
that the local education agency is carrying out or is prepared to carry out a 
local integration of pupils. 

That brings to mind the fact that in Arizona we were once segre- 
gated, we are now integrated. Weare in effect carrying out a program 
of racial integration, as I pointed out I think we can prove in the 
city of Phoenix we had to build at least one high school because of 
integration. 

Would you say because of the terms of this bill that school districts 
which have integrated would be eligible for participation ? 

Mr. Upatu. As a matter of just general fair play, they probably 
should be. The fact of the matter is that our state pioneered it and 
we did not have any court tell us to do it. 

The declaration of policy relates the purpose of the bill to the 
Supreme Court decisions and, therefore, I think the answer would 
be no, because it must have been in response to the impact created 
by the Supreme Court. 

So we are penalized for being good citizens a little too early. 

Mr. Ruopes. I think that might well be one weakness in this ap- 
proach. I wonder if you have given any thought to removing that 
feature from the bill in which we actually do penalize those who 
have done what we think is the right thing and at the same time we 
are rewarding those who have come along unwillingly, if at all. 

Mr. Upauu. Of course, I would like to bring Arizona in the bill if 
I thought it possible. 

Mr. Ruopes. If the gentleman can do it, it would remove one ob- 
jection I have to the bill. 

I think that is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Perkins. We certainly want to thank all three of you gentle- 
men for putting in your appearance and giving us such splendid 
testimony. 

Now, if the distinguished educators from Arkansas that Mr. Brooks 
Hays introduced will come around, we will now hear you. 

Mr. Moor. Mr. Chairman, I am William H. Moore, supervisor of 
school plant services in the State department of education. 

I have with me Mr. E. ¥. Dunn, who is superintendent of the special 
school district in Pulaski County, and Dr. Clifford Blackburn, who 
is superintendent of schools in North Little Rock. 

With your permission, I would like to have Dr. Blackburn offer 
some oral testimony with reference to his particular situation, first. 

Mr. Dunn has a prepared statement and I have a prepared state- 
ment which I have just given to the clerk. 

__ Mr, Pergrys. Of course, you may proceed in your own manner, but 
if it would suit you gentlemen, you could summarize those statements, 
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or place those statements in the record, or read those parts of the 
statement which you think are most —_ for the committee. 
Mr. Moore. I will be glad to do that. 


STATEMENT OF CLIFFORD BLACKBURN, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
SCHOOLS, NORTH LITTLE ROCK, ARK. 


Mr. Buiacxsurn. Mr. Chairman, I am Clifford Blackburn, super- 
intendent of schools in North Little Rock, Ark. We have been a 
federally impacted district for many years and I wish to state initially 
that without the help and understanding of this committee and its 
predecessors, we would have had a very difficult time in maintaining 
a public school system. 

We have had Federal impact since the early 1940’s, and we are in- 
debted to Mr. Wier and others for their continued interest in this par- 
ticular area of school work. 

I should like to say furthermore that the 6 years’ experience we have 
had with Public Laws 874 and 815 and its subsequent amendments, 
have demonstrated, I think, that there is a growing appreciation of 
the rather varied and different types of problems that arise from State 
to State, and I would not like to have the committee think that I am 
trying to upset the whole program. 

However, the experience that we have had in the community in 
which I live has suggested one or two very brief proposals I would 
like to ask the committee’s consideration of as it perhaps writes some 
amendments. 

Number one, at present school districts receive money under 874 
based largely upon what is known as local contribution rate, and the 
Congressman from Virginia mentioned earlier this problem. 

In the States that have a large State-aid program and where the 
local districts do not contribute as much, we find that the local con- 
tribution rate is very low in comparison to these states that have 
low State-aid programs and the major support of the school district 
comes from local taxation. 

The report of the United States Office of Education shows a wide 
variation. I believe it varies from as low as $65 in Alabama to $246 
in New Hampshire. 

I would like to suggest to the committee the desirability of a floor 
under the local contribution rates which would be in effect the State 
average of all of the States participating, and I find in the report of 
the United States Office of Education that the national average of 
local contribution rates was $147.06. I am submitting that to the 
committee as a possible floor in order to provide for the children of 
members of the Armed Forces and for those who are working on 
Federal installations, the possibility of having a fair contribution on 
the part of the Federal Government. 

I should like to just mention one particular item. The Little Rock 
Air Force Base, which is located in Mr. Dunn’s school district, has 
brought in a great many children to his d‘strict and to the North Little 
Rock school district, and we find we have a number of children from 
almost every State of the Union. 

We receive most of our children in North Little Rock from Colum- 
bus, Ohio, because the first wing that was activated came from the air 
base near Columbus. And I have found out that the parents of chil- 
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dren who went to school there have perhaps chided us a little, “Why 
don’t you have this? Why don’ you have that part of the school 
program that we had back in Ohio?’ 

I have simply tried to say to them, “Gentlemen, the Federal Govern- 
ment does not contribute to this school district in Arkansas the same 
amount of money that it did back in your school district.” 

It has been a little hard for them to understand why. 

The commanding general suggested, “Why don’t you let the Con- 
cress know of this situation ?”, and I am following that out, sir. 
~ One other suggestion under Public Law 874 that I would like to 
point out is that under section 405, subsection 3, the first and second 
years, for the children whose parents are federally connected, the pres- 
ent law requires you to have 5 percent of the non-Federal children in 
your district the previous year. 

My colleague here, Mr. Dunn’s district, had some problems here and 
I did, too. e did not quite have the 5 percent, but we did have a 
heavy Federal impact, children coming in last year as well as the 
children coming in this year. 

It would seem to me whether you have 1 Federal child coming into 
your district, or 500 or a thousand, that the parents of that child are 
going te expect you to provide adequate services for him. 

Last year Mr. Dunn and I both had to use our own local tax funds 
because we were not quite able to meet the 5 percent, and my school 
board is unable to see why there is any relationship between any per- 
centage. They say, “Here you had 400 children. Why can’t the Fed- 
eral Government help you ¢” 

I had to say, “We didn’t have 5 percent of our last year’s daily 


average attendance and, consequently, we did not receive 1 cent from 
them.’ 


I am asking the committee to correct that. 

I would like to say under Public Law 815 there is another percentage 
section that certainly works hardships in some cases. I am sure that 
the committee is aware that a district must have enough Federal 
children that its increase has been 10 percent during a 2-year period, 
or 5 pereent during a single year’s period. If you have less than that, 
why, what you did not have is taken away from your entitlement. 

Our school board has asked me to suggest that instead of being 5 
percent in a single year and 10 percent during a 2-year period, it be 
3 percent during a single year, or 6 percent during 2 years. 

I wish to thank the committee for this opportunity of giving this 
brief testimony. 

Mr. Wier. Let me ask you one question. The lack of this 5 per- 
cent, was that due to any policy of the department in eliminating 
from your enrollment the children of a soldier that had been trans- 
ferred or had been sent overseas ? 

Mr. Buacxsurn. No, sir; that was not, although we are not able, 
of course, to count these children as federally connected from the 
very day in which the parent is transferred overseas. 

I think Mr. Moore will add to that testimony, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wier. Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. THompson. I was going to ask a similar question. I have 
legislation in which will amend the act, H. R. 10118, which will allow 
you, if you have more than 25, to keep them on your roll and to be 


paid for them. 
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In your experience have you encountered difficulty by virtue of the 
fact that the parent is transferred on orders outside of commuting 
distance or overseas and leaves his family behind ? 

Mr. Buacksurn. Yes, sir; we have had similar. I am sure the 
members of the committee know the Strategic Air Force which op. 
erates at the Little Rock Air Force Base transfers its personnel for 
extended periods, from 3 to 6 months periods and while we have not 
had enough experience with this particular thing to know, Mr. Thomp- 
son, we do know this is a very serious problem because the parents tend 
to stay for quite a while in the district. They are rather reluctant 
to take their children out until the school year is over, at least, sir. 

Mr. THomrson. Would it help you if this were added to the law? 

Mr. Buacxsurn. Greatly, sir. 

Mr. THompson. Thank you. 

Mr. Wier. Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upatt. Mr. Blackburn, are you from Little Rock? 

Mr. Buacxsurn. North Little ; 

Mr. Upatu. You have heard our lengthy discussion here this morn- 
ing on the bill that I made a presentation on ? 

r. Buacksurn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Upatu. I am aware of the fact that your State is one that is 
on sort of neutral ground and I have no desire at all to embarrass 
you or to elicit your personal point of view. 

But assuming, for the moment, that your own school districts in 
the Little Rock area were to go ahead with a school integration pro- 

am, do you see that this proposal which we have been discussin, 
Sats this morning might be helpful and that there might be a n 
in your area for school facilities in order to properly carry out a schoo! 
integration program ? 

Mr. Biacxsurn. Mr. Udall, I see it has considerable possibilities 
of helping some of the school districts in our area. 

Mr. Upvatx. You are familiar generally with Arkansas? 

Mr. Buacksurn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Upatyi. You would say generally there are areas where it would 
help and there are some where they probably would not need such 
assistance ? 

Mr. Biacksurn. That is correct. Some it would help materially. 
Mr. Wier. Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. I have no questions, sir. 

Mr. Wier. Then the next witness. 


STATEMENT OF E. F. DUNN, SUPERINTENDENT, PULASKI COUNTY 
SPECIAL SCHOOL DISTRICT, LITTLE ROCK, ARK. 


Mr. Dunn. Lam E. F. Dunn, superintendent of the Pulaski County 
special school district, Little Rock, Ark. 

I appreciate this opportunity to testify regarding the extension 
and amendment of Public Laws 815 and 874. 

These laws have provided assistance to more than 3 thousand school 
districts in federally affected areas throughout the United States. 
Many of the school districts could not have operated for full terms 
without the aid received under Public Laws 815 and 874. 
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Dr. S. M. Brownell, Commissioner of Education, testified before 
this committee on March 27, 1956, that: 

Many of the amendments being proposed appear to be addressed to situations 
that largely have been present for some time, perhaps all during the life of the 
acts. ; 

In view of this fact, I assume that our Commissioner of Education 
is familiar with the situations that should be corrected by amending 
both Public Laws 815 and 874. 

The superintendents of the various school districts receiving aid 
under these two laws have made a thorough study of the proposed 
amendments. The extension of Public Law 874 and noticed amend- 
ments have been agreed on by the school administrators of the var- 
ious school districts affected. 

Since the proposed amendments have been recommended by the 
school administrators who are familiar with the operation of the 
present laws, and since it was their opinion that they will meet the 
needs of the districts by correcting some of the situations that have 
existed since the original Jaws were enacted, it is evident that the 
situations they correct are of general concern and not patchwork 
amendments, as ray yee by the commissioner. 

Your attention has been called to five proposed amendments to 


Public Law 874 by several superintendents who have recommended 
and given their justification for the amendments and the extension 
of the law. 


All the amendments are important to some school districts and will 


remedy some of the existing situations in these districts under the 
present law. 

However, I should like to mention two of the amendments pro- 
posed to Public Law 874. The first is the payments for 4 (a) chil- 
dren whose parents live on or work on Federal property made eligible 
for payments without qualifying percentages. 

The present percentage requirement does not meet the needs of all 
school districts, especially the county unit school systems which pre- 
dominate in the South. 

For example, the Little Rock Air Force Base is located in the 
Pulaski County special school district in Pulaski County, Ark. 
The district has an area of approximately 800 square miles. 

Last year the district had an increase of 461 Air Force children in 
average daily attendance, but failed to qualify for 4 (a) payments 
because they lacked 27 students meeting the percentage requirements. 

Several county unit school systems, as well as others, lacked only a 
few students meeting the percentage requirement; however, the finan- 
clal responsibility of the Federal Government did exist in all these 
districts. 

The Pulaski County special school district has 17 attendance areas 
with the Arkansas River dividing the district in 2 almost equal parts. 
The increase of the 461 students in average daily attendance was in 
2 schools, It was necessary for the school board to add 20 additional 
teachers because of this increase in federally connected children. 

The Federal Government would have assumed the financial respon- 
sibility of educating the 461 federally connected children in any dis- 
trict with less than 9 thousand non-Federal children. 
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Had these 461 students lived in Kansas, Ohio, Illinois, California, 
or within any district having less than 9 thousand students, the Fed- 
eral aid to that district would have been approximately $100,000. 

Since they lived in Pulaski County special school district where 
there are more than 9 thousand non-Federal children, no financial 
assistance was available. : 

Therefore, we support the amendment requiring that payment for 
4 (a) children be based on need without qua ifying percentages. 

Second, the present local contribution “floor” should be raised from 
one-half the State per capita cost of the State in which the school is 
located to the national average local contribution rate of all the appli- 
cants under Public Law 874 for these reasons: 

First, the payment under the present law does not meet the needs 
in providing an educational program for federally connected children. 

econd, the proposed amendment floor will meet the needs of the 
federally cated tiie which have a high State aid and low local 
air program. 

For example, some school districts receive less than $40 for a 3 (b) 
child when others receive as much as $120 for the same child, Nearly 
all the Southern States have a low local and a high State aid program; 
therefore, they receive much less money per child than States which 
have a high local aid program, 

Let’s compare two districts spending the same amount of money per 
child, $300. If in 1 district the $300 is-all local aid and in the other 
$200 is State aid and $100 is local aid, the district with the 300 local 
aid receives $300 for a 3 (a) child and $75 for a 3 (b) child, 

Now, under the proposed amendment every district affected would 
receive one-half local contribution rate of all applicants which would 
mean that no school district would receive less than approximately 
$75 for every 3 (b) child, 

All Air Farce personnel is exempt from personal tax assessments. 
Consequently, a payment of approximately $75 per 3 (b) child would 
be considered a minimum amount in order to provide an educational 
ae og for each Federal child. 

e extension of Public Law 815 and the five proposed amendments 
have been discussed and evaluated by school administrators from 
school districts receiving assistance under this law. These amend- 
ments have been recommended by the school administrators who have 
made a careful analysis of each amendment, and it is believed they 
correct situations of concern to all federally impacted school areas. 

The first amendment changes the non-Federal growth requirement 
from 110 percent for a hyd period, to 106 percent for a 2-year period. 

This amendment should be given consideration because the normal 
growth of non-Federal children of other districts who are not federally 
connected is only 3 percent per year. 

A 10 percent growth requirement for a 2-year period would pagers 
a federally connected school district to provide school facilities for 4 
percent more children than the other school districts, 

Therefore, 10 percent requirement should be reduced to 6 percent 
for a 2-year salpe in order to provide the necessary school facilities 
for all federally connected children. 

Therefore, since the proposed amendment to both Public Laws 815 
and 874 will correct many of the existing situations, we recommend 
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that you give serious consideration to the extension and adoption of the 
proposed amendments in House bill 10227. Thank you. 

Mr. Wier. Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upatu. I have no questions, 

Mr. Wrer. Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. On page 3, the paragraph beginning with “Second.” 
As I understand it now, you want to raise the dutietvation: from one- 
half the State per capita cost to the national average local contribution. 
I do not know exactly what that means. 

Mr. Dunn. Of the applicants under Public Law 874. In other 
words, several children have moved to Pulaski Special School District 
from other States, one from Omaha, Nebr. e Federal Govern- 
ment was anne to the Omaha School District $117.74 last year to 
educate that child. He moved to the Pulaski County Special School 
District this year and the Federal Government is sending $47.80. 

Mr. Upaut. Is that because of the situation you described further on, 
the local contribution is not great but the State contribution is high? 

Mr. Dunn. Yes, sir. 

Mr, Upatu. So actually if the State has a high State aid, as far as 
education is concerned, either on an equalization program or other- 
wise, that State is penalized. 

Mr. Dunn. That is right. 

Mr. Wrer. That is true in North Carolina, too, where they have a 
high State aid. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is all. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. MOORE, SUPERVISOR OF SCHOOL 
PLANT SERVICES, ARKANSAS STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCA- 
TION, LITTLE ROCK, ARK. 


Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, I am William H. Moore, supervisor 
of school — services, Arkansas State Department of Education, 


Little Rock. I have a prepared statement with attachments. With 
the permission of the Chair, rather than to take your time, I would 
like to make it a part of the record and make it available for the 


committee’s use, and would like to discuss certain phases of the 
statementt. 


Mr. Wier. If there is no objection, the statement will be included 
in the record. 


(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. Moors, Supervisor or ScHoon PLANT Services, 
ARKANSAS State DeparTMENT or Epucation, LirrLe Rocx, Ark. 


Mr. Chairman, I am William H. Moore, supervisor of school plant services, 
Arkansas State Department of Education, Little Rock, Ark. 

I would like to compliment this committee and the Members of the Congress 
for the many hours of diligent work that have been devoted to the problems of 
local school districts resulting from varying types of Federal activities. 

To formulate legislation that will meet the Government’s responsibility for all 
of the different problems considering the many different types of situations, 
complicated further by varying patterns of school finance in the 48 States 
and the Territories is a most arduous task—a task which is a challenge to all 
who may have even a small part in the development of such legislation. 

That a reasonably good job has been done is evidenced by the assistance 
that has been rendered to the many federally affected school districts. That 
certain inequities have existed in the past is no criticism of this committee or 
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the Congress for when one really trys to make an objective analysis of all the 
varying situations that have existed in the past and exist today, he cannot help 
but marvel that even more inequities have not developed. 

The understanding consideration of the Congress from time to time in adopting 
necessary amendments to the original basic legislation has helped to mold the 
laws so that they will meet changing situations and at the same time eliminate 
major inequities. 

The considerate understanding of the United States Office of Bducation in the 
development of general administrative policies has resulted in a most whole- 
some relationship between the United States Office of Education, State depart- 
ments of education, school districts, superintendents and local school boards— 
a type of Federal-State-local relationship that might well be given consideration 
by all agencies of the United States Government in my opinion. 

The committee has under consideration at this time, according to my under- 
standing, several proposals concerning the extension of Public Laws 815 and 874 
and certaii amendments to each. 

With the permission of the chairman, I should like to try to cover some points 
which I feel merit serious consideration of the committee in their deliberations. 
I should like to cover these as they apply first, to Public Law 815 and second, to 
Public Law 874. 

Pustic Law 815 


I should like to recommend that every consideration be given to: 

1. Making this continuing legislation. You know that it has been necessary for 
the Congress to extend the law every 2 years—each time for a 2-year period. 
Federal impacts continue to grow in a number of school] districts and in many 
instances the 2-year limitation poses insurmountable obstacles in the orderly 
planning and construction of school housing. 

(Examples of this point would be the situations at Blytheville and Jacksonville, 
Ark.; where, at the present time, on-base housing for Air Force personnel is pro- 
gramed and the planning for same is actually under way; yet, the school dis- 
tricts concerned, that is, the Blytheville and Gosnell Districts in the Blytheville 
area and the Pulaski County District in which the Jacksonville area is located 
cannot get any assistance, at the present time, in the planning and construction 
of facilities to house the children of the Air Force personnel who will live in this 
housing. ) 

This is due to the fact that the present law expires on June 30, 1956, and the 
Commissioner is limited in his authority to provide housing for only those chil- 
dren which will actually enroll in the schools concerned, on or before, the close 
of school during the current school year. 

It can readily be understood that if school housing is to be available, when 
children arrive in the school district, that the school district must be in a position 
to plan and start construction of school housing at the time the planning and 
construction of family accommodations takes place. 

The removal of appropriation and date barriers or limitations would make 
possible this planning and would actually have the effect of making this law 
permanent legislation, in my opinion. 

Present law allows the Commissioner to estimate enrollments as of the end of 
the second year following the effective date of the law; that is, the present law 
allows the Commissioner to estimate enrollments as of the close of the present 
1955-56 school year. 

This could be effected in the law by authorizing the Commissioner to use actual 
data for the school year in which an application might be filed and estimate enroll- 
ments to occur during the subsequent school year. 

It is noted that if the legislation was now permanent, with this provision, that 
the conditions prevailing at Blyheville, Gosnell, and in the Pulaski County dis- 
trict at Jacksonville could be cared for in a normal way. 

2. That the 5 percent per year normal growth factor be eliminated. 

The present law requries any eligible school district to absorb a 5 percent 
enrollment growth each year, based on the previous year’s average enrollment, 
before being allowed to count any new federally connected children. 

This percentage was established as a result of data which indicated that it 
would be the national average for the 2-year period ending June 30, 1956. How- 
ever, it is now a matter of record that this percentage was not attained. It 
is not believed that any federally affected school district should be required to 
absorb more children that the national average. 
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Because of varying population trends wherein we find growth in some areas 
much greater than in others, it is my position that the Government has a re- 
sponsibility for every federally connected child in a district where said child 
represents an increase in average enrollment over said average enrollment for 
the previous year, 

3. That the eligibility of federally connected children to be counted be broad- 
ened, so as to make the children of parents on active duty in the uniformed, 
services (as defined in section 102 of the Career Compensation Act of 1949) 
eligible for counting under section 305 (a) (1) and (2) of the present law. 

Many parents move into a school district when they are assigned to a military 
installation, bringing their children into the district and then leave their families 
in the district while they are on assignmeut at some other base, even overseas. 
This is especially true of Air Force personnel where we have a Wing move out 
over night, so to speak. Under the present law, the children of these parents 
who live in private homes lose their eligibility as soon as the parent leaves, and 
those who live in Government housing technically become 305 (a) (2) children 
and as a result, the district loses 45 percent of the cost of construction of minimum 
facilities in the State in which the district is located. 

It is evident that our military forces are becoming more mobile and that the 
seriousness of problems resulting in affected school districts will continue to 
grow in this area, if corrective legislation governing the eligibility of the children 
of these parents, is not enacted. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my contention that with the enactment of amendments 
covering the points I have covered that we would be able to meet the school 
housing needs of federally connected children in Arkansas school distriets both 
now and in the foreseeable future and I know that your committee will give 
every consideration to the points I have tried to cover. 


PUBLIC LAW 874 


1 should like to recommend that: 
1. That the law with certain amendments be made permanent so as to provide 
a continuing program of financial assistance to local school districts meeting 


eligibility requirements under the amended law. 

The orderly planning of programs of instruction for all children in federally 
affeeted school districts, including federally connected children, makes mandatory 
the enactment of permanent legislation covering the Government’s responsibility 
for'federally connected children. 

It is impossible for local school boards to plan programs of instruction from 
year to year when they do not know what to expect from the Federal Government 
in the way of Federal funds necessary to the underwriting of normal maintenance 
and operating costs, including teacher’s salaries, from one year to the next. 

It would appear that after almost 6 years of experience in dealing with the 
problems involved, we should know that we can expect a continuing Government 
responsibility to certain school districts, that the present law with certain 
amendments will meet this responsibility and that in all fairness to local school 
authorities in these districts the law should be made permanent. 

Experience of local school districts concerned, State departments of education, 
and the Congress in trying to deal with this situation provides all the proof 
necessary to justify this action. 

2. That the 3 percent absorption feature which requires local districts to 
absorb 3 percent of the previous years non-Federal average daily attendance 
be eliminated. 

The 3-percent absorption feature of the present legislation is most unfair in 
that it forces local school districts to assume the added cost of providing an 
educational program for federally connected children without any additional 
wealth accruing to the district, and actually in many instances this absorption 
is required even though a loss in taxable wealth has resulted from the Govern- 
ment acquiring real property in the district. 

The 3-percent absorption feature will completely eliminate hundreds of needy 
school districts in the country, as a whole, which are having a very difficult 
time providing a minimum program of instruction under present conditions. 

3. That the eligibility of federally connected children under section 3 of the 
original law be so amended that the children of parents on active duty with 
the uniformed services (as defined in section of 102 of the Career Compensation 
Act of 1949) retain their eligibility status, and that the district be allowed to 
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count the average daily attendance of such children for a Federal payment, al) 
other eligibility requirements being met by the district. 

Present legislation does not permit the local school district to count, as eli. 
gible, the children of uniformed personnel after the parent or guardian has 
been assigned to another installation, without the installation is within com. 
muting distance of the district or the family lives in Government-owned housing. 
This creates distinct injustice in many districts, especially where we have 
military installations from which personnel are reassigned from time to time 
to other installations, in many instances overseas, and leave their families behing 
until they return. 

(An example of this is noted at Fort Smith, Ark., wherein some 380 children 
are currently enrolled in the Fort Smith schools who came into the district with 
their parents when the parent was assigned to Fort Chaffee, and who remained 
in the district with the mother since the father has been assigned overseas. ) 

This proposal would make the children of uniformed personnel eligible for 
assistance so long as the parent remains in the uniformed service, all other 
eligibility requirements being met. 

4. That the law be so amended as to eliminate any deduction from an ap- 
plicant’s entitlement, as a result of any payment in lieu of taxes on Federal 
property, without the applicant claims as eligible children, the children of 
parents employed on the specific property concerned. 

Present law requires the commissioner to deduct from the amount of payment 
due a school district, any payment in lieu of taxes on Federal property, regard- 
less of whether the district claims the children as eligible, in connection with 
the property concerned. This proposed amendment would not allow such de- 
ductions without the applicant district claimed as eligible, children whose 
parent or guardian worked or lived on such property—this feature already 
applies to National Forest, Taylor Land Grazing, and Flood Control Payments, 
and it is herein proposed it be made applicable in like manner to all Federal 
properties. 

5. That a district be allowed to count as eligible, under section 4 A all directly 
federally connected children the first and second years these children are in 
the district if they represent an increase in average daily attendance over the 
average daily attendance of all children the previous year, and the district can 
establish the needed requirements as set out in section 4 A. 

Currently, a district must experience a 5-percent growth in the average daily 
attendance of directly, federally connected children, and a 5-percent growth in 
the total average daily attendance of all school children over the average daily 
attendance of these children for the previous year, before the district can 
qualify for any assistance on a directly, federally connected child the first year 
he is in the district. 

The purpose here is to allow the district payment on new directly, Federally 
connected children without regard to any percentage increase, just so long as 
these children represent an actual increase in the total average daily attendance 
of all children in the district for the previous year, providing actual financial 
need for assistance is established by the district. 

As an example of how the present law operates to the disadvantage of a dis- 
trict, experiencing an impact of new directly, Federally connected children, the 
situation in Pulaski County for the school year 1954—55 is cited. 

( This district experienced an actual increase in the average daily attendance of 
directly, Federally connected children during the school year 1954—55 of 481. The 
district was unable to qualify for any assistance on these children due to the 
5-percent increase requirements, even though the district had to employ 2! 
additional teachers and experienced all the other additional maintenance and 
operating costs incidental to these additional children. These children came into 
the district when the parents moved into the district, either to work or as uni- 
formed personnel who were assigned to the Little Rock Air Force Base.) 

The present requirements serve as a deterrent in many instances, to the forma- 
tion of larger and more desirable administrative units. 

6. That a floor or base be placed under section 3 payments to eligible dis- 
tricts which would guarantee that in no event shall the local contribution rate be 
less than the average of the local contribution rates of all eligible districts 
receiving section 3 payments in the continental United States as determined for 
the second fiscal year preceding the fiscal year in which the district qualifies. 

The major inequity existing in the present legislation appears to be in the 
formula used for determining the amount of payment a local district is entitled 
to receive for each section 3A and 3B child. 
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It is a matter of common knowledge and record that the States and school 
districts with the least ability to adequately finance programs of instruction 
are States where we have what is known as high State-aid programs. 

The Congress recognized this condition when Public Law 874 was amended 
so that, at present, payments for section 3 children to school districts are based 
on the amount of funds spent by comparable school districts from local sources 
with a proviso that no district will receive less than one-half the per capita 
State cost for maintenance and operating purposes for each 3A child and one- 
fourth of this amount for each 3B child. 

A casual study of the annual reports, published by the Commissioner of Edu- 
cation, on the administration of Public Laws 815 and 874 wil show that districts 
in those States with a high State-aid program and a low local-support program 
have been penalized to the extent that the Government actually payed an average 
of $239.98 per child whose parents lived on and worked on Government property 
in New Hampshire; $237.50 in Illinois; and $234.25 in Vermont; to as little as, 
$67.07 in Alabama ; $72.00 in Tennessee; and $78.88 in Arkansas; for the same 
child in 1953-54. (See table No. 4, page 113.) Annual Report of the Commis- 
sioner of Education on Administration of Public Laws 874 and 815, dated June 
30, 1954. 

Surely it is reasonable to expect the Federal Government to pay as much of the 
costs of providing an instructional program per child in a low income State, 
as it does in a high income State. Actually we find from a study of the Annual 
Report of the Commissioner of Education for the 1953-54 school year that the 
average local contribution rate for New Hampshire was 98.3 percent of the average 
per capita costs in the eligible districts while in my own State of Arkansas it was 
only 55.4 percent of the average per capita costs in the eligible districts. 

Your attention is directed to exhibit A attached, which shows these data for all 
States. You will note that these data point up the inequities existing at the 
present time. 

It is reeognized that averages som ‘times do not reflect true situations and 
while it is possible that some particular districts may actually receive a greater 
or lesser percentage than is indicated in the table, the average when related to 
total school population in all affected districts in the State, and the average 
current operating expenditure per child in average daily attendance in these dis- 
tricts is valid. The application of these criteria indicates the injustices resulting 
from the present distribution formula. 

These same data cannot be made available at the present time for the 1954-55 
school year as the Commissioner’s Fifth Annual Report, did not carry the total 
average daily attendance of all children in the federally affected districts. When 
a check is made, however, of average local contribution rates for the 1953-54 
school year, as shown in the attachment, against the average local contribution 
rates for the 1954—55 school year, as shown in table 4, page 59, of the fifth annual 
report, it is clearly indicated that little, if any, change in these relationships took 
place during the 1954-55 school year. 

Exhibit B attached, applies the minimum floor herein recommended of the 
national average contribution rate for the 1954-55 school year of $147.06 to the 
20 States whose average local contribution rate was below the national average. 

You will note that based on average daily attendance of section 3 children for 
the school year 1954-55 and the national average for the same year of $147.06, as 
a base, that the increased cost te the Government would be approximately 
$8,026,821. 

It is my position that this proposal of placing the national average contribution 
rate for the second preceding year as a floor, under section 3 payments would 
materially improve the local contribution formula and remove at least the major 
portion of the inequities existing in the present law. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to compliment the committee for its concerned 
interest at this time, in the proposed amendments to both Public Laws 815 and 
874. It is a clear indication that the trust and confidence of local school admin- 
istrators in the committee is more than justified. 

Mr. Chairman, these superintendents, in whose districts some 500,000 directly, 
federally connected children are enrolled, look to this committee with confidence 
based on past experience that the problems involved in trying to provide »n ade- 
quate educational program for these children will be given every consideration 
in your deliberations. 
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HxHrsit A 


Average daily attendance ; total current expenditures ; average current expendi- 
tures per child, in average daily attendance ; average local contribution rate ; 
percentum Federal payment per child is of average current expenditure per 


child 


[1953-54 data taken from tables 1, 2, and 4, of the Fourth Annual Report of the Commissioner of Education, 
dated June 30, 1954] 
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ExuHrsit B 


List of States whose average local contribution rate for 1954-55 was less than 
the national average local contribution rate as shown in the United Stutes 
Office of Education Fifth Annual Report dated June 30, 1955 
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Mr. Moore. First, 1 would like to compliment Mr. Perkins for his 
stand on Mr. Udall’s proposal. I agree with the chairman’s stand 
with reference to the attachment of that proposed amendment to this 
legislation. I would like to compliment Mr. Udall for his foresighted 
action in this case. I feel sure that he will find some re if the 
amendment is offered as separate legislation, from a lot of school people 
south of the Mason-Dixon Line. 

Mr. Upauy. May I ask you a question at this time, the same question 
I directed to your associate there. Assuming that Arkansas even- 
tually, as I believe it will, begins to move down that road, do you feel 
as a person conversant with the facilities needed, that if and when 
Arkansas does begin moving along that this legislation will be helpful ? 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Udall, may I say this in that connection, that in a 
number of our districts which operate dual programs, they are already 
bonded, gentlemen, to the maximum of 15 percent of the assessed 
valuation. Now, where it becomes necessary in the reorganization 
program to build additional facilities they have no means of their own 
that they can reach out and get to provide the facilities that they have 
to have. 

Mr. Upauu. They are just up against it. 

Mr. Moore. That is right. 

Mr. Upati. And a program of this type would fill in the void there. 

Mr. Moors. That is right. 
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Mr. Upatu. It would help them both to comply with the law and 
also to get the necessary schools built. 

Mr. Moors. That is right. 

Mr. Upatu. That is all I have. 

Mr. Wier. You may proceed, Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moore. The first thing I would like to mention, Mr. Chairman, 
in connection with both of these laws—it applies to both of them— 
that as a State department of education person who has attempted 
over the past 5 years to assist local districts in our State in their 
efforts to secure the aid to which they are entitled under the two laws, 
that I seriously recommend for your consideration and the considera- 
tion of your committee that the laws be made continuous. We have 
had to come back to your committee, I have had the privilege of 
testifying before this House committee a number of times on the ex- 
tension of these two bills, and so far as I can see I think without ques- 
tion the responsibilities of the Government in the areas concerned are 
going to continue for a good long pane of time. 

After approximately 6 years of experience, undoubtedly we should 
know what is needed to make the laws applicable to existing situa- 
tions. We should be able to write legislation which will meet those 
situations in the foreseeable future. I believe, with the proposals 
that have been made, that that would be the case in both Public Laws 
874 and 815. 

With just a 2-year extension you have conditions develop which it is 
impossible to meet. First, I shall deal in that connection with Public 
Law 815. 

Mr. Dunn and Mr. Blackburn represent two school districts in 
which the Jacksonville Air Base is the major Federal activity. In 
Mr. Dunn’s district at the present time the Air Force have on-base 
housing, not only programed, but, according to the information I 
have received since arriving in Washington, they are in the process of 
letting contracts for that —— Public Law 815 expires as of June 
20, as you know. Mr. Dunn, as the superintendent in that district, and 
his board, cannot get any aid at the present time in the planning and 
providing of housing for those children who are going to be in that 
district next September. Some of them will be there next September. 
Now, the same thing will occur 2 years from now. Not only in one 
district, but any number throughout the country. 

To me, that is one of the major problems, coming up to this 2-year- 
end and you cannot plan a normal program to take care of your impacts 
that you know are going to be there. We know they are going to be 
there, the Office of Education knows they are going to be there, the 
Air Force knows they are going to be there. The same condition pre- 
vails in no telling how many districts throughout the United States 
today. 

Mr. Wrer. At that point let me make this comment. When we 
first prepared these bills and had them enacted into law we were aware 
of the many diversified problems of all of the districts, no two of 
them operate under the same conditions and the Government moves 
around. So we felt it advisable to give these two bills a 2-year wa 
mental time and if we were to operate today under these two bills 
for the amount of money that was appropriated under the first bill 
there would have been a terrific impact. Last year I think we added 
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six liberalizing amendments and I know that Arkansas was affected by 
a couple of them. 


Mr. Moore. That is right. 

Mr. Wier. That is the way we movealong. We have some liberaliz- 
ing amendments here that take care of not only deficiencies but also 
discriminations. Now, we cannot move too fast here because we run 
into trouble. Each year we have had to ask for more money. We will 
have to ask for more this year if some of these amendments are ac- 
cepted. So I think it has been wise that we open up this act, let it 
come up every 2 years so that we can review it again and find the 
weaknesses that develop around it. 

Mr. Moore. I appreciate the chairman’s position on that and cer- 
tainly I would be the last person in the world to disagree with the 
chairman’s statement with reference to the improvements that have 
been made to the original bills as they were enacted by the 81st Con- 
gress, because they are much more applicable to situations that exist 
today than they were when they were first passed. But those prob- 
lems of coming up to the end of the 2-year period with nothing to tie 
to, nothing to reach out and grasp to help you meet that situation 
that is gomg to be there next September or December or January, 
they are still very real. I can see that they are going to continue to be 
there unless we get some type of continuing legislation, in my opinion. 

I would like to emphasize a point that that was made by Mr. Black- 
burn, I believe, with reference to the children of military parents who 
are assigned to other bases and leave their families in the district. 
We have one district in Arkansas, Fort Smith, Ark., where in Fort 
Chatfee—by the way I might say the Con just designated that 
as Fort Chaffee recently. It was formerly Camp Chaffee—is the 
major Federal activity. It isan Army Ordnance Division camp. As 
of February the Fort Smith school district had 380 children counted 
in the district who came into the district with their parents when the 
parent was assigned to the camp and have remained in the district 
while the parent has been sent overseas and the district cannot count 
those children for aid either under Public Law 815 or Public Law 
974 under the present provisions of the two bills. 

I trust that the committee will see that something is done about that 
type of situation. Now, in connection with the Air Force Base at 
Little Rock, the Little Rock Air Force Base and the one that is being 
activated at Brightville, we expect more of that type of thing than 
we have in connnection with the stable Army camp situation because 
our military forces are becoming more mobile and the Air Force picks 
up a wing today and they are gone for 60 or 90 days and back. Well, 
the faniifies do not leave, they stay in the community. You lose the 
county of those children while they are away from that base and it 
certainly should be corrected, in my opinion. 

Mr. Wier. I can assure you you have sympathy on that subject. 

Mr. Moore. Now, I would like to make a few comments with refer- 
ence to the local contribution rate in connection with Public Law 874. 
Tax patterns vary in accordance with local and State patterns of taxa- 
tion. In the poorer States we normally find a high State aid pattern 
of assistance to local school districts and a relatively low local school 
assistance program. That is, generally speaking. 

Under the present distribution formula for section 3 children, that 
is children whose parents live on and work on Federal property or 
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live off and work on or live on and workoff—that is your section 3 
child—the district is limited to an amount of payment equal to the 
expenditures from local tax sources in comparable districts or one- 
half of the State per capita, whichever is greater. I would call your 
attention to table A, which is attached as an exhibit. That shows the 
differential percentagewise when applied to the per capita cost that 
the Federal payment represents of the total operating payment, or 
operating cost rather, per child in the various States. 

Mr. Ruopes. Might I ask you just one question about this exhibit? 

Mr. Moore. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rnopes. The second column is entitled “Total average daily 
attendance of all children.” 

‘ Mr. Moore. In the federally affected districts in that particular 
tate. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is what I wanted to check. It does not mean all 
children in the State. 

Mr. Moore. No. I might say that the total current expenditures 
shown in column 2, that is, the total current expenditures in the fed- 
ng affected districts which qualified for assistance in that particu- 

ar State. 

Column 3 is the total ADA of all children in those districts. 

Column 4 is the average current expenditure per child. In other 
words, that is the per capita expenditure per child in ADA, all chil- 
dren in the district. You get that by dividing the total current ex- 
penditure by the total average daily attendance. 

Column 5 is the 3 (a) payment made by the Government for each 
3 (a) child in average daily attendance. 

Column 6 is the 3 (b) payment for the children in that particular 
district or in that particular State. 

Column 7 is the percent of the 3 (a) payment of the per capita 
payment. 

Now, that is the point I want to spend a little time on. You see, 
under the present formula, in my State, for instance, the Government 
‘sends us 55.4 percent of the per capita expenditure for each 3 (a) 
child. Now that is for the funds from local, State, and Federal 
sources that we spend in these districts. Yet, in another State that 
we might pick anywhere down the line there—we run down to Idaho— 
I do not know why I happen to hit on that one—we find that the Gov- 
ernment is sending to the districts in that State 78.9 percent of their 
per capita expenditures per child. Now, gentlemen, these tax moneys 
are all paid by the same people. Just because we collect them and 
distribute them from the State level in Arkansas while in Idaho they 
collect a much larger percentage at the local level and spend it out 
there, to me it just does not make for reason to think that we would 
have to be penalized in that respect. 

Mr. Ruopes. You know the historical reason for that? 

Mr. Moore. The original philosophy of the bill was that the Gov- 
ernment would become a taxpayer in the local district the same as 
any other local taxpayer. 

Well, if all of the money was collected and distributed locally that 
would be fine. I think you would have a pattern that would fit. But 
where you get your States coming in with a State-aid pattern, then 
it is all torn up. 
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Mr. Ruopes. The taxpayer in the local districts also pays State 
taxes. 

Mr. Moors. That is right, and they get no credit for it under this. 

I have heard some statements made as to how much it would cost 
the Federal Government to put in the floor recommended. If you 
will refer to exhibit B, the 20 States whose average local contribution 
rate was below the national average as shown in the fiscal report pub- 
lished by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare for the 
1954-55 school year, you will find there the States listed, the average 
daily attendance under sections 3 (a) and 3 (b), the gross entitlement 
paid those States by the Government for those children, the average 
local contribution rate for those children, the national average, the 
difference in the national average between what those respective States 
were paid, the total entitlement under the proposed floor and what 
it would have been, the additional cost to the Government. You will 
note it is only $8,026,821. 

Now, I am not saying that the adoption of the average local contri- 
bution rate as a floor would eliminate all of the inequities but I say to 
you gentlemen that it will be an approach to it. 

It is certainly a pleasure for me to have had an opportunity to ap- 
pear before you and offer this testimony. I hope that it may be of 
some value to you gentlemen in your deliberations. 

Mr. Wier. On behalf of the subcommitee, I want to assure all three 
of you that not only have you a very capable Congressman but I want 
to thank you for the contribution you have made here in helping us 
to come to some determination of the inequities and unfairness in this 
bill. We have our problem here, of course, on finance with the Ap- 
propriations Committee. You have to explain quite thoroughly the 
need for these increases and everything that has been recommended 
to us in these hearings necessarily means an added cost, but you have 
a sympathetic ear here in this committee. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, we have always found this understand- 
ing on the part of the House Education and Labor Committee. 

Mr. Wrer. We will do our best to again liberalize some of the ap- 
parently unfair provisions of this act. 

Mr. Moors. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Wier. I want again to thank you for being here. 

Let me say that I find on this roster of appearances here this morn- 
ing two representatives from the State of Georgia. Are they still 
here? 

Well, I have just received word from Chairman Perkins that we 
have the military construction bill of over a billion dollars on the 
floor this afternoon and he is asking the subcommittee to report back 
here at 1:30 to hear these two gentlemen from Georgia and then we 
will have to recess at 3 when the debate on the bill starts. So we 
should have from 1:30 to 3 to hear the gentlemen from Georgia. 

With that, we will recess the committee. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., a recess was taken until 1:30 p. m., of 
this same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 
Mr. Perxins. Professor Hood, are you ready ? 


Mr. Hoop. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Perkins. Proceed in your own way, Mr. Hood. 
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STATEMENT OF R. E. HOOD, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
BRUNSWICK, GA. 


Mr. Hoop. I appreciate the opportuity to talk before this commit- 
tee. I am not going to hand in complete testimony, because I just 
want to take up some of the points in the statements that I think have 
not been brought out. The first point I want to bring out is that all 
of this absorption means that the children absorb, and not the school 
system. 

Mr. Perkins. I agree with you on that statement. 

Mr. Hoop. The child absorbs less education and the reason for that 
is that all of us, or any superintendent that is worth his salt, has 
raised the local revenue as high as he can get it. Our own local rev- 
enue has increased 400 percent in the last 10 years; our State revenue 
has increased about 1000 percent. As the man says in the Bible, “The 
end is not yet.” But if we get 500 Government children next fall, 
we cannot raise that amount of money because we have already given 
it all that the traffic will bear. And when they absorb either 3 or 5 
or any percent, it means that the children do the absorbing. 

Mr. Perxins. I take it that you would suggest to this committee 
that we eliminate the 3 percent absorption clause in the first amend- 
ment we adopt. Is that what you suggest ? 

Mr. Hoop. Yes, sir. Then, on that matter of 20 percent for the 
building money which is retroactive, you do not really need that per- 
centage in there because it is already looked after because the States 
of the children are still there. If the children are still there, you see, 
they need the building and they need the money. Of course, I realize 
very fully that superintendents should take advantage of this mone 
and get it when they can, but because of the fact that the spaibted- 
ents or the board of education did not utilize their opportunity, the 
poor children should not have to pay the freight. 

I am very proud of what this law has done for my county, and it has 
looked after the children of military people. In the course of years 
I have had any number of people that have moved in there from all 
over the Nation. After I get to know them a little better, they will 
say, “To tell you the truth, I came down here in fear and trembling.” 

Mr. Perxins. What particular installation brought about your 
impact ? 

{r. Hoop. The Glynn County Naval Base. 

They say that, “We were scared to death, and we got down here 
and found that you have some fine schools.” 

I tell them frankly, had it not been for the Lanham Act and 874 
and 815, that their fears would have been realized. In fact, they 
would have said, like the Queen of Sheba told Solomon, “The half 
has never been told,” because we could not have done any more because 
we did absolutely all that we could, and the child of military personnel 
is already subject to all of the adversities that he can stand. The 
moving of a child around like that throws him open to a good many 
things. 

won, I want to point out here, and I think I can save some time in 
talking about this floor. The floor is the main or I want to discuss 
for just about 3 minutes. I have a chart here which I think will help 
me expedite matters. The reason I am doing this is that we have 
talked about this floor for many years, and I have argued it with 
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schoo] people and nonschool people in the North, South, East, and 
West and this is the argument they told me I would run into—I do 
not believe it, but just in case we do—they will say it is too much 
money. 

N ou the 3—B child exceeds all others in numbers. The 3-B child 
in my county gets $46. In case you should run into somebody who 
says that the aD you will get out of this floor, or maybe $68, is too 
much money, I want to show you what has happened and what can 
happen in a practical sort of way. 

| realize that all of these experiences are not recurring. I am going 
to use this chart to save time. I live in the county of Glynn. I want 
to show you how the cost of the child mounts up. 

There is the Glynn County Naval Base. The children whose parents 
work on this base live right in here. Ordinarily, they walk right 
over to the Goodyear School. Last fall they came in in such numbers 
that we had to pick up most of them and had to haul them over here. 
Now, that means $45 more for people right there, because it was a 
half-load. We had to buy a new desk for $20. We could have bought 
him the best for $28, or the worst for $10. We struck a mid-point 
and bought him a desk for $20. $45 to haul him over there, $20 for a 
desk. That is $65 of the $46 gone. 

But that is not all. We had to buy a school bus to haul him with. 
Now, that bus will not wear out, but the fact is that we had to buy it 
this year. That is $100 a pupil. That is $165 he cost us before we 
bought him any instruction at all. 

The end is not yet. I do not excuse my State for this at all, but the 
S100 per pupil that we get from the State does not come to that child 
until next year. I thing it is perfectly inexcusable on the part of the 
State. We have done everything we could, of course, to stop it, but 
the fact remains, we had to spend that $100 this year and we did not 
get it. So there is $265 all told that we did not get. 

Therefore, I think that proves pretty conclusively that there are a 
number of hidden costs when a new child moves in. Of course, we are 
building an addition to this Goodyear School right now, and we will 
open it by next fall. But my experience has been that maybe by the 
next year we will have to add another addition and we will go through 
all of these hidden costs over and over again. 

In summing up my statement, I hope that the committee will re- 
member that the absorbing is done by the child in getting less edu- 
cation. 

I se the opportunity of appearing before you. 
Mr. Perkins. Mr. Sprayberry, you may proceed in your own way. 


STATEMENT OF W. P. SPRAYBERRY, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
COBB COUNTY, GA. 


Mr. Sprayserry. I am W. P. Sprayberry, superintendent of the 
schools of Cobb County, Marietta, Ga. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am grateful for 
the opportunity of presenting testimony with reference to extending 
and amending Public Laws 874 and 815. I wish to express apprecia- 
tion to the Congress and particularly the members of this committee 
for their efforts to provide a reasonable educational opportunity for 
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children in federally affected areas. The acceptance by the Congress 
of the United States for the responsibility of the impact which Federal 
activities place on school districts is a sound and just policy. I com. 
mend the United States Office of Education for the manner in which 
these laws have been administered. 

I wish to present to the committee for their careful consideration, 
suggestions that the school people in Georgia would like to see em- 
bodied in Public Laws 874 and 815. 

The intent of Public Law 874 is for the United States Government 
to provide for the educational needs of Federal children in federally 
affected areas. At the present time, the law provides that the local 
school district absorb 3 percent of the entire ADA for schools quali- 
fying under section 3 of the act. In Cobb County, this means we 
would pay the complete educational cost for 389 children. These 
children translated into money amounts to $31,905.78. In Georgia 
during 1954-55—those are the figures I am using, Mr. Chairman, 
because they are firmed up—the 31 applicants had to absorb and be 
responsible for educating 5,400 Federal children at a cost of $235,- 
881.40. For a district to absorb any of section 3 (a) children is unfair, 
if you do so on the theory that section 3 (a) children are supported 
by local taxable property, for the house he lives in and the plant at 
which his parent works is not subject to tax, both being Federal prop- 
erty. This same theory holds true with section 3 (b) children, for 
either his home or the place where his parent works is not taxable, 
In Georgia and many other States, the unit of school administration 
is a county or a large independent system. Three percent absorption 
of the ADA of a large administrative unit places an unfair and un- 
reasonable burden at the local level which should be borne by the 
Federal Government. Therefore, we recommend the permanent elimi- 
nation of this 3 percent absorption feature. 

Under the present law, the children of military personnel become 
ineligible when the patent is transferred out of the State or beyond a 
reasonable commuting distance. The school district must continue to 
educate these children without any Federal assistance. As an illus- 
tration, Fort Benning, Ga., is the take-off point for many soldiers, and 
their families remain in Muscogee County while the parent is on duty 
with the United States Army beyond reasonable commuting distance. 
These pupils constitute a burden on the Muscogee County School 
District so far as operating costs and buildiing facilities are concerned. 
In spite of heavy bonded indebtedness and generous aid from the 
Federal Government under Public Laws 874 and 815, the schools in 
Muscogee County remain overcrowded resulting in double sessions in 
several schools and crowded classrooms in practically all of the schools. 
No one would deny the fact that the original impact of these children 
of military personnel is a direct result of Federal activities and the 
education of these children should continue to be a responsibility of 
the Federal Government until such time as the family joins the parent 
at his new assignment. The Muscogee County School District has 
1,000 pupils in attendance whose parents moved to Muscogee County 
because of connection with Fort Benning. We, therefore, feel that 
children of military personnel should remain eligible for payment 
from the Federal Government during this period of adjustment. 

Public Law 874 provides that a school district which has experienced 
a sudden and substantial increase in attendance resulting from Fed- 
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eral activities in the current year can make application for first year 
assistance under section 4 of the act. However, in order to be eligible 
for payment under section 4, an applicant must have a 5-percent in- 
crease in the total ADA rerepree it cannot exceed the total ADA) 
and have incurred an undue financial burden because of the expense 
accompanying this increase. In the event a school system does not 
meet the 5-percent eligibility requirement, this district must pay for 
the entire educational cost of these children for an entire year. 

In my district we have 15,500 people and 5 percent of that would be 
a rather large number of children that we would have to educate. 

The intent and purpose of Public Law 874 is definitely to give finan- 
cial assistance to federally connected children. Why should a school 
system be burdened with these additional federally connected children 
for an entire year, providing them with all their educational needs? 
We feel that the base for section 4 (a) eligibility should be so worded 
that any school district establishing financial need can receive a full 
4 (a) payment the first year, and a 50-percent payment for the second 
year fer each directly federally connected child new in the district 
in the year in which the application is made. 

There appears to be a great inequity to applicants in applying the 
local contribution rate formula as now provided by the law. The local 
contribution rate for section 3 cases limits the amount of payment that 
a local district can receive to an amount equal to the local contribution 
rate in the most nearly comparable schoul districts within the State 
for children where parents work and live on Government property ; 
one-half of this rate for each child where parents live off but work on 
Federal property, or live on and work off of Federal property. Status 
with a high State aid and low local assistance program are penalized. 

I think you went into the details on that yesterday in some of the 
discussion, revealing that. 

The records shows that States with high local contribution rates are 
vreatly helped while those with small local contribution rates are penal- 
ized. At the present time, there is a range in payments from $69.09 to 
$246.73 per chid. Why should a child receive almost four times as 
much money in one area as he doesin another? It is recommended that 
payments for section 3 children be so fixed that no district can receive 
less than the national average contribution rate for such children, the 
national average being $142.70. If this amendment was in effect, the 
range would be approximately $141.45 to $246.73. This clearly reveals 
that it would allow the Federal Government to assume its responsi- 
bility for the education of children in Federal areas on a more equitable 
DaSsIs, 

We feel that the 10 percent non-Federal growth requirement in the 
present law (815) is wholly without foundation. Under the present 
law, an applicant is charged with 10 percent increase in non-Federal 
pupils during a 2-year period, and the number of pupils short of this 
requirement is deducted from the increase in federally connected 
children to which the applicant is entitled. The national normal pupil 
growth is approximately 3 percent per year or 6 percent for a 2-year 
period. The applicant feels that he should be charged only for the 
normal non-Federal growth. Otherwise, the local school system must 
furnish housing for these Federal students, equipment, teachers, et 
cetera, when the applicant is already overtaxed because of the unavail- 
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ability of local funds to meet the needs of the additional non-Federal 
children. We again recommend that the normal growth factor be 
changed from 5 percent to 3 percent per year since the national average 
showed that 3 percent per year is the approximate percentage of 
increase in wibool careiienans for the Nation as a whole. 

Practically all federally affected schools have experienced more than 
a normal increase in non-Federal children for which the local districts 
must assume 100 percent cost of the minimum facilities. 

That is particularly true in our State. 

At the present time, the payment for children under section 305 
(a) (3) by the Federal Government is only 45 percent of the cost of 
minimum facilities, which means again that the local school district 
must assume responsibility for the additional 55 percent in providing 
school facilities for these Federal children. The record in Georgia 
reveals that school districts in federally affected areas have a higher 
percentage of bonded indebtedness than those in non-Federal areas. 
This indicates the financial effort these districts have made in meetin 
the educational needs of the non-Federal children and the lack o 
available funds to pay for the additional 55 percent of the federally 
connected pupils. Further, the Federal activity schools in Georgia 
have generally experienced a greater increase in non-Federal children 
for which they must provide 100 percent of not sa the minimum, but 
complete facilities for all children, such as the auditoriums and other 
things that are left out in the building program. Therefore, it is 
evident that if facilities are to be provided: for the continued increase 
in Federal children, a ter share of construction cost must be pro- 
vided by the Federal Government, which in our opinion should be 
70 percent of the minimum facilities. 

n closing, I would like to state briefly my position : 

Place Public Laws 874 and 815 on a permanent basis with the 

following amendments: 


PUBLIC LAW 874 


1. That the absorption feature of 3 percent be eliminated. 

2. That the Federal Government recognize its responsibility to chil- 
dren of military personnel until family joins parent at new assignment. 

3. That the base of payment under section 4 (a) be so worded that 
it will be made on a current basis for all such children in this section. 


PUBLIC LAW 815 


1. That the normal growth factor be reduced from 5 percent to 3 
percent per year. 

2. That the amount of Federal assistance for construction of mini- 
mum facilities be increased to 70 percent. 

I wish to thank the members of the committee for the privilege of 
appearing before them. 

ou might like to know what Federal installation affects Cobb 
County particularly. That is the Lockheed Aircraft plant. It has 
been with us since around 1944. 

Mr. Perxuys. We are proud that you have appeared here today to 
help the committee with its problem and offer your suggestions to 
ores these laws, Mr. Sprayberry. 

. Wier. 
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Mr. Wier. Will your associate from Georgia step up in front, too? 
I want to propound some queries, because you are quite representative 
of the State of Georgia. 

I note in the testimony, all of which I heard of yours, Mr. Spray- 
berry, but only a part of your associate’s there, your recommendations 
and your problems. 

Now, it was my good fortune to spend 4 days in the city of Atlanta, 
to deal with Georgia problems while we were preparing material for 
a bill. I remember the problems you were confronted with then. 

Now, in the main, can I assume that this legislation has eradicated 
a great many of the evils that you were battling in those days? 

Mr. SprayBerry. I frankly do not know what the school system in 
Cobb County would have done without Federal assistance both under 
815 and 874, because we are now bonded up to about 95 percent of our 
bonded capacity, and we have approximately $3 million for buildings 
under this program, and you can see where we would have been under 
those conditions. Due to being a large county, we are not able to have 
double sessions, but we have a lot of children in temporary makeshift 
classrooms even today. 

Mr. Wier. I was going to ask the question, How many unhoused 
children do you have in Georgia ? 

Mr, Sprayperry. I cannot say for the State. I do not have those 
igures with me. But you are particularly interested in the defense 
areas ! 

Mr. Wier. That is right, the impact areas. 

Mr. Sprayperry. I will say that I do not know of a single one that 
has enough classrooms. As to the number, I could not say. But as 
Mr. Shaw revealed in the testimony at Muscogee down in Fort Ben- 
ning they are having double sessions and makeshift classrooms. 

Mr. Hoop. My own idea about the answer to your question is that 
Public Laws 874 and 815 have done more to alleviate the suffering 
the children would have from not enough education than any law 
ever written. As I explained a while ago, after the superintendent 
and the board extract all the money in the world they can get they 
certainly cannot get any more right then and these two a have done 
absolute wonders in my State for seeing to it that the children of mili- 
tary personnel do not suffer. 

Mr. Wier. Then I sum up the needs or the recommendations that 
both of you make for the State of Georgia not as anything lacking in 
the bill or any new material in the bill, but a liberalization of what is 
now in the bill. 

Mr. Sprayperry. That is correct. 

Mr. Wier. I think I followed you all through. Now, most of the 
items that you felt were hurting, unnecessarily hurting, are items that 
have been propounded here by one witness after another, the floor, the 
3 percent absorption, and the elimination of aid after Uncle Sam 
transfers the father of a family to some other port of service. You 
lose that revenue which, in my opinion, you are certainly entitled to, 
because I know that Uncle Sam has requested that these people bring 
their families down there because he gets a better soldier. 

Mr. Sprayperry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wier. So, as I view it, your requests here are almost the same 
requests that Congressman Perkins has in his amended bill. I think 
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in the main your testimony has been a repetition of the problems 
North, East, South and West. 

Mr. Sprayperry. I did not hold my testimony to my problem in 
Cobb ear because we have been asked to speak for the State as 
a whole. 

Mr. Wier. I am interested in the whole State. So I think between 
the two of you I know what we must do to make the bill more livable. 

Mr. Perxrns. I certainly wish to thank both of you gentlemen from 
Georgia for coming here and offering your help to the committee, giv- 
ing your help to the committee. 

Professor Clarence Scharer. 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE SCHARER, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
SCHOOLS, MOUNT MORRIS, MICH. 


Mr. Scuarer. My name is Clarence Scharer, presently superintend- 
ent of schools at Mount Morris, Mich., Senipty the superintendent 
of Inkster public schools at Inkster, Mich., between the years 1950 and 
1954. 

Mr. Wrer. I may say I was on the committee that visited his district. 

Mr. Scuarer. I would like to say, as an introduction before I make 
my general remarks, that I wish to make that in behalf of the school 
superintendents of the State of Michigan, and I would like to express 
their appreciation to Mr. Oscar Rose for his outstanding leadership 
and foresight in the development of these laws, for his cooperation 
with both the House committee and the Senate committee and with 
the United States Office of Education. We have come to the conclu- 
sion that Oscar’s enthusiasm and his know-how are accentuated by 
his deep desire to be unselfish in every respect in his promotion of 
Federal legislation. 

T had the good fortune in 1950 to follow Mr. Slim Ardis, who is now, 
presently, the superintendent of schools at Ypsilanti. Slim was a 
coworker with Mr. Rose back in the days of the Lanham Act. Mr. 
Ardis also is to be complemented by the Michigan superintendent of 
schools. 

Mr. Sprayberry and Mr. Hood have been what I call war horses 
for the good of the boys and girls of America. I could not help but 
think, when I was sitting here during the hearings, of the thoughtful- 
ness, the graciousness of the chairman of this committee and his fel- 
low members. Back in 1950 I had the pleasure of appearing before 
the congressional committee in the Federal Building in Detroit, at 
which time Mr. Wier was the chairman. Down through the years the 
school superintendents of the State of Michigan will always remember 
Mr. Wier as a man of integrity, foresight, and know-how. Truly, I 
would not take a great deal for the experience I have had and the 
opportunity I have had in working with the men I have mentioned. 

I thought it would be well to make a statement of a typical example 
in the State of Michigan and, perhaps, in the Nation, of the use of 
public funds for the school construction under Public Law 815. In 
1950, in the school district of Inkster, out of an enrollment of 3,200, 
1,600 children were housed in church basements, 95 percent of that 
school district population being colored. As a result of Public Law 
815, today a million-dollar high school faces Michigan Avenue, and 4 
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neautiful grade schools have been built with the sum total of a million 
and a half dollars of Federal moneys under Public Law 815. 

In 1950, there was only 1 white teacher on the faculty, and 99 col- 
ored teachers. Today, there are 120 colored teachers and 25 white 
teachers. There are 7 principals in the system, 5 colored and 2 white. 

In recognition of integration in a State that had no segregation, 
Freedom Foundation at Valley Forge, Pa., presented to the school 
district the Freedom Foundation award as an outstanding example 
of bringing about a better way of life and incorporating in action the 
principles of the Constitution. : 

I pay tribute to all those who have contributed, are contributing, 
and will contribute in the future to the further development and ex- 
tension of Public Laws 815 and 874. 

Mr. Wier. I want to thank you for those kind remarks. I feel much 
about this legislation as those who have to live with it. I have often 
said that I have witnessed sacrifice in the public schools of this 
Nation that I just could not understand how people could continue 
in a field of service with the almost insurmountable problems. I 
have seen the potbellied stoves in the center of the schoolhouse where 
if a fire broke out there was only one door that made it possible for 
the kids to get out of the thing. I saw children being educated in 
blacksmith shops, American Legion buildings, church basements, 
attics. It is a sad picture in many places and a picture we have a 
responsibility to correct. 

Mr. Perxtns. Thank you very much, Mr. Scharer, for coming here 
today. We appreciate your statement. 

The committee will recess until about approximately a quarter after 


#) 
7) 


| (Whereupon a recess was taken.) 
Mr. THompson. Will you please identify yourself for the record? 


STATEMENT OF FREDERICK W. EVANS, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
SCHOOLS, MOUNT HOLLY TOWNSHIP, N. J., AND THE RANCOCAS 
VALLEY REGIONAL HIGH SCHOOL 


Mr. Evans. My name is Frederick W. Evans. I am the superin- 
tendent of schools of two districts in New Jersey, Mount Holly Town- 
ship, which is an elementary district, and the Rancocas Valley 
Regional High School, which is a high school district of grades 9 to 
12, 

Mr. Tompson. I would like to thank Mr. Evans very much for his 
appearance here and for his testimony and in particular I would like 
to thank him for the advice and counsel which he has given me as a 
new Member of Congress on the operation of the law as it affects our 
congressional] district. Also, I would like to thank him for bringing 
to my attention the matters which caused the introduction of H. R. 
10118. 

While I have Mr. Evans here, I would like to ask him one question 
in respect to that. 

Mr. Evans, do you feel that the adoption of H. R. 10118 would 
help your situation with respect to the children whose parents have 
been ordered elsewhere and have left them in your school district? 
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Mr. Evans. Yes, I do, Mr. Thompson, for this reason: That the 
numbers are growing. Apparently families who move there and dad 
is transferred are rather satisfied with the community and with the 
schools and if dad is transferred the families stay on and the children 
stay in school. Therefore, it seems as if the number of such cases is 
growing and growing in the last several years. 

Mr. THompson. You mentioned to me in a private conversation this 
morning that you felt that perhaps the figure of 25 as the minimum 
for ey te to become operative was a little high. Do you feel that 
if that were reduced to 5 or perhaps 10, that it would be more helpful 
to the various school districts who are so affected ? 

Mr. Evans. I think it would be extremely helpful to the smaller 
districts because when you count up 48, as in our case, to a small com- 
munity it does create a burden. However, any numbers which we 
could get credit for would be greatly appreciated because we appre- 
ciate the responsibilities upon your committee. But if the number 
were lowered it would be more helpful to us. 

Mr. Tuomrson. Thank you very much for taking your time to 
come down here, Mr. Evans. 

Next we will hear from Congressman Robert L. F. Sikes, of Florida. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT L. F. SIKES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Sixes. Mr. Chairman, I desire to file a statement in behalf of 
legislation for the extension of Public Law 815 dealing with schoo] 
construction, and Public Law 874, dealing with operation and mainte- 
nance costs of schools. These have been most useful laws without 
which my State and other States could not possibly have met the finan- 
cial burden of an adequate school program in school districts impacted 
as a result of Federal activities. 

I also desire to be recorded as strongly supporting H. R. 9218 and 
H. R. 9270 which are identical bills intended to enable contract Air 
Force flying schools to come under Public Laws 815 and 874, In this 
connection I am completely in accord with statements by the Honor- 
able John L. Pilcher, of Georgia, the Honorable Paul C. Jones, of 
Missouri, and the Honorable Paul Kilday, of Texas. They also are 
supporting new legislation or amendments to Public Laws 815 and 
874 for this purpose. 

As the committee knows, the Air Force has in recent years adopted 
a policy of operating contract flying schools for primary training as a 
more economic means of training pilots. It now appears that these 
operations will be jeopardized by recent rulings unless the amendments 
which we seek are voted by the Congress. It is my belief that the 
Air Force itself will give its backing to the legislation which we ad- 
vocate. I feel that our proposals are in the interest of the Govern- 
ment and should have favorable consideration by this committee and 
by Congress. 

Mr. THompson. Thank you, Mr. Sikes, for appearing before the 
committee and presenting your statement. 

Mr. Srxes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Mr. Tuompson. Now we will be 9 to hear from our colleague, 


Congressman Victor A. Knox, of Michigan. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. VICTOR A. KNOX, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Knox. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I sin- 
cerely appreciate the opportunity accorded to me of appearing before 
your distinguished committee today. 

I would hike to bring to your attention facts relating to the Superior 
Bay Mills Township school district at Brimley, Mich., in the 11th 
Congressional District. Many of the children attending this school 
have parents who are stationed at neighboring military installations 
anad other Federal establishments such as Kinross Air Force Base, 
Camp Lucas, Raco Air Force Base, the Corps of Engineers at the 
Soo Locks, Marquette National Forest, and the Coast Guard. 

An application was filed by this school district with the Michigan 
Department of Public Instruction on March 23, 1954, for Federal 
assistance under Public Law 815, as amended, for school construction 
purposes in the amount of $35,000. Shortly after the application was 
filed the superintendent of the school was advised by officials of the 
Michigan department of public instruction that the deadline date of 
November 24, 1953, had passed and that the necessary forms should 
be filed at a later date. 

Upon learning of this matter I contacted the Michigan department 
of public instruction in order to determine why the superintendent 
had been so advised. I was informed as follows, and I quote from a 
letter signed by the superintendent of public instruction in Michigan: 

In view of the administrative procedure which set a first deadline of Novem- 
ber 24, 1953, the fact that districts meeting the first deadline had first priority 
to all available funds, the fact that the Brimley schools did not meet the first 
deadline and that there was an apparent need for instruction in making a survey 


of federally connected children, we advised that application be delayed until 
the setting of a new deadline, should new applications be accepted. 


In the meantime this urgently needed new school facility was built 
without any Federal aid. 

In view of the fact the original application had been filed with the 
State department of public instruction by the Superior Bay Mills 
Township school district on March 23, 1954, it is my opinion that 
Federal funds should be granted to the school district, and I request 
that Sa iecut 28 be given to this school district under title 2 of H. R. 
10227, 

I am informed that this school district is in a plight similar to many 
others in the Nation who had inadequate knowledge of Public Laws 
815 and 874 of the 81st Congress, or were improperly advised with re- 
spect to them and for that reason did not receive financial assistance 
for local educational agencies in areas affected by Federal activities. 
This same school system did not receive allotments for the school 
terms of 1950-51, 1951-52, and 1952-53 under Public Law 874. But 
they went forward with the costly program of providing educational 
facilities and services to children whose presence in the community was 
attributable to Federal activity. 

It is urged that the membership of this distinguished committee 
act to amend public laws applicable to this subject so that school sys- 
tems providing educational oppietimitive to children of Federal em- 
ployees may be reimbursed for school construction and compensated 
for the cost of educating these children. 
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I bring to your attention also a communication I have received from 
Mr. Joseph A. Day, Jr., business manager of the public schools of 
Sault Ste. Marie, Mich., in regards to the proposed amendments to 
Public Law 874. I ask that his letter be made part of my remarks ani 
its contents carefully considered by the committee. Mr. Day is an 
outstanding citizen of my community and an able public servant. 

Mr. THomrson. Without objection, the letter will be placed in the 
record at this point. 


(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


THE Pusiic ScHoots or SAuitT Ste. Marie, MicH 
April 4, 1956. 
Congressman Vicror A. KNox, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Deak Mr. Knox: At the present time there are several proposed amendments 
to the bills extending Public Law 874, which would affect our school district to 
some extent. 

For your consideration we have summarized these amendments and their un- 
ticipated effect on our district: 

1. The 3 percent absorption is eliminated for the 1956-57 fiscal year and the 
2 years of extension. In the present law a school district is not paid for a 
number of federally connected children equaling 3 percent of the non-Federa! 
pupils in average daily attendance. Sault Ste. Marie would gain $7,500. 

2. Children of military personnel who have been sent to Federal installations 
on military orders remain eligible for the same payments following the transfer 
of parent to other assignments upon military orders so long as they remain in 
the school district. Under the present law the children become ineligible the 
moment the parent is transferred out of the State or beyond a reasonable com- 
muting distance, and the school district must continue to educate them without 
any Federal assistance. (This effect varies between school districts. How- 
ever, the original impact was a direct result of Federal activity (military orders) 
and the Federal responsibility should continue until such family is able to agai: 
join the parent at the place of new assignment and the school district educating 
these children during this period of adjustment should continue to receive Fed- 
eral assistance toward their education cost.) Sault Ste. Marie would gain 
$500. 

3. The present local contribution rate “floor” has been raised from “one-half 
the per capita cost for the s»cond preceding fiscal year of the State in which the 
school is located” to “the aggregate local contribution rate of all applicants in 
the Nation or the local contribution rate of the applicant itself either to be deter- 
mined for the next preceding fiscal year. Provided that the local contribution 
rate of any applicant shall not be greater than the per capita cost during the 
same year of the State in which the applicant is located.” The LCR is the pay- 
ment made by the Federal Government for a child whose parents both live and 
work on Federal property. (This amendment is designed to achieve greater 
equity of Federal payments per child as between the applicants from different 
States. During the fiscal 1955 the LCR (payment per child) in this regard 
ranged from $69.09 to $246.73. It would seem that this improvement would allow 
the Federal Government to assume its responsibility for the education of children 
in Federal impact areas on a more nearly equitable basis than that achieved 
under the current law.) Sault Ste. Marie would gain $4,000. 

Sincerely yours, 
JosepH A. Day, Jr., 
Business Manager 


Mr. Knox. Thank you again for this opportunity of appearing 
before you today. 

Mr. THomrson. The committee is pleased to have had you appear 
before it today and thank you for the statement which you have 
presented. 

Mr. Knox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 

Mr. Tuompson. Now Mr. Hussey has some material for the record 
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Mr. Hussry. Mr. Chairman, I have two communications for the 
record. One is from Congressman Utt of California, addressed to the 
Honorable Graham A. Barden, chairman of the committee, and the 
other is from Hon. Paul C. Jones of Missouri, with some enclosures for 
the record. 

Mr. THomprson. There being no objection, they will be received. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 
House OF REPRRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., April 9, 1956. 
Hon. GRAHAM A, BARDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR COLLEAGUE: In your consideration of the Perkins bill, H. R. 10227, and 
similar legislation. I wish consideration to be given to the impact of federally 
connected children in one school district in my Congressional District. 

In the National School District in National City, Calif.. the present enrollment 
is 4,950. Of this number, 1,761 children are federally connected, which as you 
will see, is approximately 35 percent of the total. This would be a heavy load on 
the district without the assistance of Public Laws 815 and 874. 

In addition, there are approximately 625 children living in a housing area 
which was federally owned and sold to the city of National City, October 1, 1954. 
The provisions of H. R. 10227, which would continue Federal responsibility for 
such housing for 1 year following the fiscal year in which it was disposed of, 
would be of assistance in this case, 

The 3 percent absorption clause, requiring the district to absorb a number of 
federally connected children equal to 3 percent of the non-Federal pupils, will 
cost this district $14,695 next year. 

Secause of a heavy military concentration in my district, many school districts 
have similar problems, and I will appreciate any consideration that your 
committee can give to the matter. 

Very sincerely yours, 
JAMES B. Urt, M. C. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HovusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., April 10, 1956. 
Hon. CARL PERKINS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee to Amend and Extend Public Laws 815 and 874, 
Committce on Education and Labor, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am enclosing herewith copies of a statement by Mr. 
W. I. Myers, superintendent of Reorganized School District No. 1, Dunklin 
County, Malden, Mo.; copy of a letter from Mr. Lillywhite of the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare; and also copy of a letter under date of 
\pril 4, 1956, from the officers of the school board, to be made a part of the record 
in connection with the hearing on H. R. 9218. 

I would particularly call attention to the statements included in the statement 
of March 9, 1955, wherein Mr. Myers sets forth the basis under which we feel 
that the Malden School District should participate in Federal funds because of 
the Federal activity carried on at the Malden Air Base. 

Thanking you for the privilege of appearing before your committee this morn- 
ing, and assuring you that I will deeply appreciate any favorable consideration 
which your committee may give to the legislation introduced by our colleague, 
Congressman Pilcher, which is being supported by many other Members of Con- 
gress representing school districts that are similarly being discriminated against, 
Iam 

Sincerely yours, 
Paut C. Jones, Member of Congress. 
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(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


APRIL 11, 1956. 
Hon. Paut C. JONngEs, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Jones: Your letter of April 10 addressed to Congressman Perkins 
and enclosing copies of statements which you wish included in the record of 
the hearings on proposed amendments to Public Laws 815 and 874 has been 
received. 

This is to advise you that I will be glad to see that these statements are 
incorporated in the printed hearings on this proposed legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 


Frep G. Hussey, Chief Clerk. 


REORGANIZED ScHooL District No. 1, 
Malden, Mo., March 9, 1955. 
Re: Federal activity, Malden Air Base, Malden public schools. 


Concerning the Malden Air Base, Federal activity is conducted through a 
private contractor (Anderson air activities) who has a contract with the Army 
Air Force to give basic training to NATO and American cadets. Since the begin- 
ning of this program in 1951, it has incurred a gradually increasing impact on 
the school program in the Malden community. 

In the school year 1951-52, the Malden schools had approximately 150 addi- 
tional students, in 1952-53 school year, approximately 300 additional students, 
in 1953-54, 438 additional students, and in 1954-55, up to this time, we have 552 
additional students, as a result of this Federal activity. 

During the 1951-52 and 1952-53 school years, the Malden schools were declared 
ineligible for any type of Federal aid, as the Malden Air Base was declared outside 
the status of Federal property. For the 1953-54 school year, the Malden schools 
were given an entitlement of $18,690.48 maintenance and operation aid, under 
Public Law 874, on the basis of 155 students declared eligible out of an impact 
of 453 students. We received $17,087,20 of this entitlement. 

This school year, 1954-55, as the law is now set up, we will receive 50 percent 
of what we received the previous year, or $8,543.60, on an impact of 552 additional 
students. We have received $5,553 of this entitlement. This is the last year 
we will receive any type of Federal aid to help defray the expense of educating 
the children that have come into the Malden schools because of this Federal 
activity. 

I am informed that there are seven air training centers of this type in the 
United States, contracted by the Air Force for giving basic training. Four of 
these air training centers are on Federal property, and receive permanent 
Federal aid, and three of the air training centers are not on Federal property. 
The impact on the schools of the communities in which these air training centers 
are located is the same, whether they are on Federal property, or on air fields 
leased by the contractor or by the Government. 

Our schools and the type of educational training that we can offer will be 
impaired unless we have some type of aid to help take care of the impact in our 
schools caused by this Federal activity. 

(1) Is it right for the Federal Government to expect a local community to 
bear the total burden of providing for the educational welfare of the children 
affiliated with Federal activities? 

(2) Is it right to deny aid to the local school because the War Department does 
not have title to the property on which the Federal activity is conducted, although 
the property is used for the same purpose, and the impact on the school system 
is the same, as if it were declared Federal property? 

(3) We do not receive one cent of school tax from the 3,000 acres of air base 
property, its buildings and equipment, nor from the individuals. Therefore, we 
receive no real estate or personal taxes from this area to help cover the cost of 
educating their children. If this were private property, at our present school 
tax rate of $3.10 per $100 valuation, we woutld receive some $60,000 in school 
taxes to help run our schools. 

(4) This impact only causes us to lower our standards and the type of educa- 
tional program we can offer ; it forces us to overcrowd our classrooms, lower the 
average salary of our teachers, and prevents us from being able to secure quali- 
fied teachers because of lack of finances. (Enclosed you will find a schedule of 
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the average salaries of our teaching staff, which is considerably lower than our 
State average, and far below the national average. ) 

(5) This impact greatly reduces the amount of money the school can expend per 
child for the necessary education, educational supplies and equipment. This in 
turn reduces the standard of education the child should receive. 

Under the present provisions of Public Law 874, this year will be the last that 
we will be eligible for our type of Federal aid, and will receive this year only 
50 pereent of the amount received the previous year. I see no justice in this 
situation, either to the schools or to the school children concerned. Under such 
circumstances, we can only operate a makeshift educational program. 

We sincerely hope that a revision of the 874 law can be effected to relieve these 
conditions in the schools of the communities where these three air training cen- 


ters pe! located on Federal property are conducted, and operate such as the one 
at Malden. 


Respectfully, 
W. I. Myers, Superintendent. 


Authorized representative (to apply for Federal aid), Reorganized School Dis- 
trict No. 1, Dunklin County, Malden, Mo. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
OFFICE OF EDUCATION, 


Washington 25, D. C., April 7, 1955. 
Re MO-55-E-219. 


Hon. Pavut C. JONES, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN JONES: Reference is made to your letter of March 25, 
1955, regarding the Malden Air Base and the effect of its Federal activities on 
Reorganized School District No. 1, an applicant for financial assistance under 
Public Law 874, as amended. Your letter questions the difference in considera- 
tion given this school district affected by Federal activity carried on through a con- 
tractor on property not Federally owned as compared with that given a school 
district affected by direct Federal activity on a Federally owned property. 

It is our understanding that Malden Air Base is owned by the city of Malden 
and leased thereby to Anderson air activities, a private contractor to the United 
States Air Force. Section 9 (1) of Public Law 874, as amended, defines the term 
“Federal property” as “real property which is owned by the United States or 
leased by the United States * * *.” (Italics supplied.) The statute itself, 
therefore, precludes our consideration of the air base as eligible under section 3 
of the act which is directed toward situations where Federal ownership of prop- 
erty or leasing of property reduces local tax income for school purposes. It is 
clear, furthermore, that the failure of the school district to receive taxes from 
the property is not brought about by reason of Federal ownership. 

Section 4 of the act is designed to provide financial assistance to a school dis- 
trict where a Federal project or activity causes an influx of persons into a com- 
munity, resulting in an increased number of children to be educated, but where no 
nontaxable property is involved. Because there is no Federal property involved 
payments under this section are made only for a 2-year period; the second year 
payment being not more than 50 percent of the first year payment. Under section 
3 payments are made as long as the school district has a sufficient number of 
federally connected children to qualify for aid. 

It is under section 4 (a) that the school district received under Public Law 
874 for 1953-54 the amount of $17,087.20. Regarding the 1954-55 entitlement 
under the act, your letter refers to it as “the last payment they will receive under 
section 4 (a) as an impact on the schools by a Federal activity carried on through 
a contractor.” This is correct if the school district does not have a further 
increase in school enrollment due to the same Federal activity. If such further 
increase occurs, however, the school district would again become eligible for a 
2-year cycle of payments, if it meets other eligibility requirements. 

Your letter requested that we furnish you with figures representing the amount 
to which the Malden School District would be entitled if the airbase were con- 
sidered eligible Federal property within the meaning of the act. If such were 
the ease, section 3 of the act would ordinarily be invoked. Under this section, 
entitlement is computed for pupils who reside on Federal property with a parent 
employed on Federal property (subsection 3 (a)) as well as for pupils whose 
parents are employed only on Federal property (subsection 3 (b)). Entitle- 
ment under section 3 for 1954-55 is based on the section 3 average daily attend- 
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ance for 1953-54. The number of pupils living on the airbase in that year js 
not available to us. Counting for eligibility purposes, however, those pupils 
reported by our field representative as having a parent employed thereon in 
1953-54, we estimate the 1955 section 3 (b) entitlement as $8,045.28. This would 
be a continuing payment so long as the federally connected pupils remained 
in the district and would increase if the number of such pupils increased. 

In addition, the school district could claim under subsection 4 (a) in 1954—55 
certain section 3 pupils representing an increase in section 3 ADA in 1954—55 
over 1953-54, provided eligibility requirements set forth by the act were met. 
Since no complete attendance data on section 3 pupils are available in this office, 
it is not possible for us to evaluate eligibility or estimate the entitlement. 

Your interest in this matter is appreciated. If there is further information 
which you desire please feel free to call on us. 

Sincerely yours, 
B. ALDEN LILLYWHITE, 
Associate Director for Federally Affected Areas. 


REORGANIZED SoHoot Districr No. 1, 


Malden, Mo., April 4, 1956. 
Hon. Pau C. JONES, 


United States Congressman, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Siz: The Board of Education of R-1 School District, Dunklin County, 
Malden, Mo., has reviewed H. R. 9218, which provides for revision of Public 
Law 815 and Public Law 874, relating to education of federally connected chil- 
dren in areas of military and other Federal activity. 

At a meeting of the Board of Education of R-1 School District of Dunklin 
County, on April 3, 1956, the board in session unanimously passed a resolution 
urging that our Congressman and Senators work for the passage of H. R.9218 at 
the earliest possible time. 

Reorganized School District No. 1 of Dunklin County, Malden, Mo., througa 
their authorized representative, Superintendent W. I. Myers, has sent vital 
statistics and information, which you have in your files. This information re- 
lates the hardship of educating the federally connected children who are a re- 
sult of the military activities conducted on the Malden Air Base by the United 
States Air Force through contract with Anderson air activities. 

From a community point of view, we feel that the operations of the Malden 
Air Base or beneficial. However, educationally speaking, which is our obliga- 
tion, it is our sincere opinion and resolution that any possible aid the Federal 
Government can render in educating the federally connected children of such 
areas is Federal responsibility. 

The R-1 School District of Dunklin County has been greatly affected since 
the primary flight training program has been in operation on Malden Air Base, 
and we feel that Federal assistance in our educational program is necessary. 

Respectfully yours, 
L. O. WICECARVER, 
President, R-1 Board of Education. 
Iva Lou GIBSON, 
Secretary, R—1 Board of Education. 
W. I. Myers, 
Authorized Representative To Apply for Federal Aid. 


Mr. Tuomprson. The committee will be in recess until 10 o’clock 
tomorrow morning. 


(Whereupon, at 4:45 p. m., the committee recessed to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., on Friday, April 13, 1956.) 





AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874, 
8IST CONGRESS 


FRIDAY, APRIL 13, 1956 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE 
on Epucation AND Lapor, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:15 a. m., in room 
i129, House Office Building, Hon. Carl D. Perkins (chairman of the 
~ubcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Perkins, Wier, Metcalf, and Rhodes. 

Also present: Fred G. Hussey, chief clerk; and Russell C. Derrick- 
on, chief investigator. 

Mr. Perks. The committee will come to order. At this time we 
will hear our distinguished colleague from Alabama, Mr. Kenneth A. 
Roberts. 

You may proceed in your own way, Mr. Roberts. 


STATEMENT OF HON. KENNETH A. ROBERTS, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA 


Mr. Roserts. I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this 
subcommittee which has jurisdiction over Public Laws 815 and 874 
in the interest of legislation designed to extend and improve the pres- 
ent program of Federal assistance to schools in areas affected by 
Federal activity. 

In view of the fact that I have several counties in the Congressional 
District which I represent which qualify as federally impacted areas, 
it can be easily understood why I am greatly interested in the program 
administered under the provisions of Public Laws 815 and 874. 

I think I can truthfully say that without this valuable aid it would 
have been impossible for the public schools in these counties to have 
operated with the additional burdens which have been placed on these 
schools by the impact of federally connected students. 

I wish to commend the chairman, Hon. Carl B. Perkins, for his 
sponsorship of the legislation to extend the program of Federal as- 
sistance, and especially to give my approval and support of the chair- 
man’s bill, H. R. 10297. 


I realize that this committee has already heard from many witnesses 
as to the various provisions of the bill and I do not wish to unduly 
hurden the subcommittee with a lengthy statement, as I am sure that 
the chairman and members of this subcommittee are fully informed 
m the subject. 
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I have carefully read the chairman’s bill, H. R. 10227, and, in gen- 
eral, I approve the provisions of it. 

However, I would epsecially like to direct my statement to that 
portion of the bill which provides for retroactive payments to dis- 
tricts which, for some reason or another, have not been able to qualify 
or have received only partial payments on their applications. 

In the past, several cities in my district, namely, Anniston, Selma, 
Sylacauga, Childersburg, and others, have qualified for construction 
funds, in some instances, but have been denied these funds and have, 
therefore, been the victims of hardship in many instances. 

Anniston, Ala., is the center of many military activities. It is the 
site of Fort McClellan and this tremendous and important installa- 
tion is now the center of the Chemical Corps Training School and 
the permanent home of the Women’s Auxiliary Corps. 

It also serves as training center for many of the National Guard 
units of the southern States. 

Nearby is located the Anniston Ordnance Depot which has been 
undergoing a great expansion and employs many hundreds of civil- 
ians engaged in defense work. 

Within the past 2 years there has been another great expansion in 
my district at Childersburg, Ala., which is the center of the Alabama 
Ordnance Works and this installation is undergoing a 40-million- 
dollar rehabilitation program. 

At Selma, Ala., is located Craig Air Force Base, which is an im- 
portant jet training center. 

I mention these merely to show that this legislation vitally affects 
the district which I have the honor to represent. 

There are many reasons why school systems did not receive Federal 
aid for school construction for the total of their federally connected 
enrollment, even though some of the systems still have unhoused 
pupils. 

I remember occasions when some systems failed to make proper ap- 
plications, or failed to meet eligibility requirements for some technical 
reason, but it has always seemed unusually harsh to me that the chil- 
dren should be made to suffer because of some administrative tech- 
nicality or failure. 

It seems to me that the important thing is first of all whether or not 
the children are federally connected, and, secondly, whether or not 
these children are still unhoused, and in the third place, whether or 
not ms Federal Government has helped to construct school buildings 
for them. 

If these factors are present, it seems to me that it is the intent of 
Congress to provide for them and I very much hope that this subcom- 
mittee in its wisdom will not insist upon a provision which will be 
detrimental to our already critically overburdened school system. 

Because of the many Federal installations in my district I am deeply 
concerned about section 203, title II, of H. R. 10227, which deals with 
retroactive payments under Public Law 815. This section provides 
that payments under title IT shall be made to a public school only if 
the number of federally connected school children constitute at least 
20 percent of the total school children under such agency at the close 
of the school year, 1955-56. 

I have received letters from school superintendents in my district 
advising me that if this provision is included in the legislation, it will 
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eliminate practcally every school in my area as far as retroactive 
payments are concerned. aut da 

It is my earnest hope that the committee will consider elimination 
of this percentage contained in section 203, or consider a reduction 
of this percentage to a figure that will allow the schools in my district 
to participate in these funds. 

I certainly favor section 305 of title ITI of H. R. 10227, because this 
floor placed under the 3-A payments will be a tremendous help to 
States like Alabama, which has a high State-aid program. 

According to the report issued by the Commissioner of Education, 
Alabama received an aggregate payment of $65.09 for each A-child, 
and $82.54 for each B-child, which was the lowest in the Nation. 

According to this same report, Wisconsin would have received 
$247.49 which shows that there is quite a spread in these payments. 
The above section of this bill will help greatly in reducing the unfair- 
ness in the present payments. 

As stated at the beginning, my statement has sought to deal pri- 
marily with Public Law 815. I would, however, like to say with 
reference to Public Law 874, it is my feeling that as long as the father 
of a child is on active duty the child should be considered as federally 
connected and that the Federal responsibility should continue until 
the family joins the father at a new assignment. 

Three of the counties I sc a utauga, Dallas, and Elmore 
County—have the responsibility of educating children of personnel 


at Maxwell and Gunter Air Force Bases and at Craig Air Force Base. 
The larger percentage of these children are from officer families and 
after the airman receives his training, a “ett a period of a year, 


he is sent overseas and the family is left in Prattville, Wetumka, or 
Selma until the father returns from his overseas duty. 

Under Public Law 874, when this father leaves Maxwell, Gunter, 
or Craig Air Force Base, the child is no longer counted. 

I think this is definitely a shirking of Federal responsibility and 
that as long as the officer is under Government orders the school dis- 
trict should be allowed to count such children under Public Law 874 
and Public Law 815. 

Generally, with the changes I have outlined, I think it is a good 
bill, and I intend to support it when it comes to the floor of the House. 

[ think the chairman and members of this subcommittee are to be 
commended for their efforts to improve this legislation, and I am sure 
that their efforts will be appreciated by the country. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have one letter from a superintendent in my 
district at Selma, Ala., Mr. W. E. Snuggs, dated Dikemer 15, 1956, 
addressed to me, which I would like to incorporate in the record. 

Mr. Perxtns. Without objection, it may be inserted in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


Se_Ma Pustic ScHOOLs, 
OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT, 


Selma, Ala., February 15, 1956. 
Hon. KenNetH A. Roperts, 


United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
My Dear Mr. Roperts: On February 13th I wrote you concerning certain 


features of Public Laws 815 and 874. My remarks and suggestions in this letter 
will be restricted to Public Law 874. 
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We feel that section 3 (of the law) eligibility should be changed in such manne; 
that the children of military personnel, can be counted as eligible children 
long as the parent remains in the military service, regardless of where they are 
assigned, all other eligibility requirements being met. For example: a man is 
stationed here at Craig AFB, has a wife and three children, suddenly he js 
transferred away, his children are left here in Selma to be educated. Our schoo! 
district should be paid for their attendance after the father is transferred away 
from here. 

Furthermore, we feel that there should be a floor under payments to be made 
to school districts qualifying for assistance under section 3 of the act so that no 
district can receive less than the national average contribution rate. This would 
be a tremendous help to Alabama and the South. 

I say again that your sincere interest and willingness to serve is recognized 
and appreciated. With kindest regards and all good wishes, I am 

Very sincerely, 
W. E. SnuGes, Superintendent. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wier. Mr. Roberts, what is the ratio of State aid as against 
local aid? What ratio of school aid does your State provide to the 
local revenue ¢ 

Mr. Roserts. I will be glad to icy ages figures, Mr. Wier. 

Mr. Wier. If you do net have them, Mr. Roberts, we can give them 
to you. 

Mr. Roserts. Mr. Walter McKee from Montgomery included some 
figures in his statement. I thought I had a copy of his statement with 
me, but I do not. His figures would be accurate. 

Mr. Wier. How do you finance your schools in Alabama ? 

Mr. Roserrs. By local ad valorem taxes, poll taxes, sales tax, and 
other taxes hereinafter set forth. The State of Alabama guarantees 
a minimum school program through appropriations to all school dis- 
tricts who meet certain requirements. In addition to the above loca] 
ad valorem tax there is an Alabama special educational trust fund 
levied under sections 179, 180, 182, 184, 186, 555, 556, 620-629, 718-751 
of title 51, levied on private utilities, railroads, telephone, telegraph, 
express companies, pullman companies, coal mining in the form of 
severance tax, iron ore mining, store licenses, tobacco taxes, and s0 
forth, earmarked for this special educational trust fund. In other 
words, our schools are supported both locally and on a statewide basis. 

In this respeet according to a study made by the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue in the school year 1953-54, Alabama ranked 18th in el 
centage of income spent on current expenses. This table was b: on 
information compiled from an official Bureau of Internal Revenue 
report on collections from the States for the fiscal year 1954. In 
other words, Alabama, although a low-income State with a per capita 
income average of $1,091 in 1954, ranks almost at the midpoint of 
States in its contribution to the cost of education according to these 
figures. These figures were inserted in the Congressional ord on 
February 1, 1956, by the Honorable Ralph W. Gwinn, and are shown 
at page A1011. If I may, I would like to submit the table as an 
appendix. 

In a recent statement by Dr. C. P. Nelson, president of the Alabama 
Education Association, this statement was made which bears out the 
fact that Alabama is spending its fair share for the cost of education: 


Within the last 30 years the State appropriation to education has increased 
more than 1,000 percent or from less than $10 billion to $111 billion. 
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[ would like to point out at this point that in answer to your ques- 
tion about ratio of State school aid to local revenue the operation of 
Alabama’s sales tax law must be taken into consideration. The defini- 
tion of local taxes has resulted in much hardship for Alabama in this 
legislation. I think I can illustrate in this way: Alabama has a 3- 
percent gross sales tax and, in addition to this percentage many cities 
and towns have placed an additional 1 percent tax which makes this 
« very burdensome tax. In many places it is a local tax or partially so 
hut it is collected locally in the various businesses and stores through- 
out the State, is sent to the State Department of Revenue and is then 
distributed back to the local systems under the provision of our min- 
imum school program. In other words, although this money is col- 
lected locally when it is sent to the State of Alabama it is considered 
as State moneys and, therefore, when we apply the test of ratio the 
local effort is much weaker in appearance than it actually is. It 
would actually place Alabama well at the forefront of those States 
making the greatest educational effort if considered in the light of 
its being a local effort. 

Another matter which I would like to emphasize is that the mili- 
tary personnel in Alabama pay very little in taxes because very few 
of them own any taxable real estate and most of their purchases are 
made at military commissaries or at Government installations which 
are exempt from the State sales tax. In other words, very little school 
money is extracted from these people who are on temporary or duty of 
limited duration, but whose children must be and are educated by the 
taxpayers of Alabama. 

(The table referred to follows :) 

Table*showing the percent of individual income, by States, spent in the school 
year 1953-54: 

For current educational expenses 
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Mr. Roserrs. They have a portion of the State tax load that is set 
aside for schools. 
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Now, we also have in addition to that portion—I forget what it 
runs now—it seems to me that our local and State ad valorem tax wil] 
run about $3 a hundred and I think of that roportion there is about 
a third of it for school purposes, and in addi tion to that we have, of 
course, our school district taxes and every county in my district is up 
to the constitutional limitation; I mean, they have ail 1 put on addi. 
tional taxes as far as the constitution of Alabama will let them 

Mr. Wier. The State does take any State tax or income tax and all 
other taxes and then pays it back; is that correct ? 

Mr. Roserts. Pays it back to our local school district? 

Mr. Wier. Your school district depends entirely on revenue from 
real property ¢ 

Mr. Roserts. That is not true. 

We have this situation: that usually your city systems and we have, 
of course, the city and county unit systems, with your city systems car- 
rying a little bit more of a tax load than the counties do because the 
property is more valuable. You have, as a rule, a city tax in addition 
to the State, county portion and school district. 

Mr. Wier. Then as I gather from your statement here, Mr. Rob- 
erts, apparently you are confining your efforts and your amendments 
to the Perkins bill? 

Mr. Roserts. That is right. 

Mr. Wier. What seems to bother you most is that 20 percent? 

Mr. Roserts. That is the worst feature of it, as far as we are con- 
cerned. I remember one instance in my native county of Calhoun 
where we were not able to qualify, principally because of a techni- 
cality. And the county had to sponsor about a $250,000 bond issue 


and we were never able to get what we had expected to get from the 
Federal Governmentto take care of the Federal impact. 
Now, in Calhoun we have had a ome deal of experience with this 


thing because in the last 5 years we 
at McClellan and also at Bynum. 

As a rule, the impact comes in 1 or 2 or 3 of the school districts, 
whereas we have a large number of school districts that feel no im- 
pact at all. But when you try to spread the thing throughout the 
entire county, your figures percentagewise will not go up very high. 

I do not know how the law could be changed so that this effort could 
be directed to the districts that actually feel the impact instead of tak- 
ing the whole county into consideration. 

I had heard that there was some thought along that line in this 
committee. I do not know how far you , >i gotten with it. I do 
not know what the testimony has been with reference to it. 

Mr. Wier. You would have to change the formula in the bill be- 
cause when this act was we written we had every intention of 
dealing directly with the school diattict 3 impact. Then, of course, we 
ran into difficulty, the cost was considerably increased because of 
dealing with the school districts. 

So the first move we made was to deal with the State for education. 
Then we ran into the county unit system where we have only one 
district in a county. 

So the average as rn, say, includes even the nonimpacted district 
under the wae formula. 

This bill has been changed considerably since the first concept of it: 


ave hada rather large expansion 
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Mr. Roserts. This 20 percent requirement, as stated in my testi- 
mony, would make it almost impossible—that is, from what my super- 
intendents tell me, and they are certainly better acquainted with the 
problem than I am—they all tell me that it would be practically im- 
possible for any school in my district to qualify for any retroactive 
payments. cegee? 

Mr. Wier. I think I can advise you at this time that we have about 
wound up the hearings except for the department. Now we expect 
to meet with the department and get their reasons for their disap- 
proval of most of the items in the Perkins bill. 

Already in the opening statements that have merely asked to extend 
this bill for another year, but the bill is here; everybody has spoken 
on it, and I would like to know, or we will find out from the depart- 
ment, just what their reaction is to many of these amendments. 

Mr. Ruopes. I have very few questions, Mr. Chairman. I just 
want to compliment our good colleague from Alabama for com- 
ing here and giving us his fine statement and his ideas on this 
subject, which I think is so important to the Nation, as well as to 
his district. 

Do you know why the schools that you mentioned in here were not 
given their entitlement? Was it due to lack of appropriation, or due 
to the lack of some technical compliance with the law as written? 

Mr. Roperts. I would say in the main due to perhaps not a full 
understanding on the part of some of the superintendents as to the 
cutoff dates and so forth—and I say this without criticism of the 
department—but in one or two instances, and this is my information, 
a member of the United States Office of Education had advised some 


of these superintendents that it was useless to apply, that there would 
not be any money available during the year for which they were 
applying. 

I know of one case in which I think that was one reason. Perhaps 
some of the superintendents were negligent in not following through 
and not being a little bit more zealous in their ae 


But I say again that I do not think where that happened that the 
children should suffer nor that the taxpayers should be unduly bur- 
dened for something for which they are not responsible. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do you know whether in these districts you have 
mentioned they are actually holding split sessions of schools, or 
whether any children are being denied a full schedule in school because 
of lack of facilities? 

Mr. Roserts. I do not know of any split sessions in my county, Mr. 
Rhodes, I do know that the classes are greatly overcrowded. 

In many instances classes are being held in buildings that are not 
fit for educational purposes. I have visited many of the schools in my 
district and I can certainly testify that some of the buildings in which 
children are housed are unfit really for the children and many of 
them hove no water toilets or sanitary facilities. Many of the build- 
ings are very deplorable. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do you have a constitutional limitation on the an:ount 
of bonded indebtedness that any school district may have? 

Mr. Roperts. Yes, we do. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do. you know whether most of these districts are up 
to their bonded indebtedness, or not? 


76765—56——_19 
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Mr. Roserts. I am under the impression that practically every 
school district in my congressional district is up to its bonded jp. 
debtedness. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wier. I remember the Elliott case where the forfeiture came 
to light. You had about 15 districts that for 1 reason or another failed 
to get their entitlement. 

Mr. Rozerts. Was that in 1953? 

Mr. Wier. Yes. 

Mr. Roserts. We had about the same situation because I know that 
he made an effort on the Floor to add an additional $75 million and | 
know I joined in that. effort. 

I talked to him at the time and we had about the same situation in 
our districts, with reference to denial of funds in many cases. 

Mr. Ruopes. Did most of these back entitlements occur in the year 
1953? 

Mr. Rossrts. Mr. Rhodes, I am not sure about that. 

Mr. Wier. 1952, I think. 

Mr. Roperts. I guess that would have been for fiscal 1952. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr, Lillywhite, do you know what year these back en- 
titlements might have occurred ¢ 

Mr. Luywarre. They were practically all the first 2 years of the 
program and they are the thing you talked about, Mr. Wier, under 
the Elliott proposal. 

I remember the one from Alabama. I do not seem to have all of 
the figures. I don’t want these to be quoted, but roughtly they had 
$16,649,934 in entitlements and got a little over half of it. That is 
all they asked for. 

Mr. Wier. Was that retroactive ? 

Mr. Littywuire. No; that was not retroactive. That was under 
the first 2 years of the program, Congressman. 

Mr. Wier. If my erro neg are me + be the question of retro- 
active payments has never been accomplis ed here. I do not think 
your department has recognized any retroactive payments. 

Mr. Lutywurre. You made possible about $7 million of retroactive 
payments, $714 million, by the passage of 382 last year. 

Mr. Wier. Yes. 

Mr. Litiywuire. But that was a little different situation. 

Mr. Wier. If I remember, the difference there was that several 
school districts had been approved, but as Mr. Roberts says, they got 
a little zealous, started letting contracts, started construction prior 
to the time they should have. 

Mr. Littywurre. I would not want to say they got a little zealous. 
They filed their application by the cutoff date. eoretically that 
was all right. 

They expected to get the money so they let the contract after the 
cutoff date, but those that were so low on the priority did not get 
approved wihou appropriation and had to wait until a subsequent 
ry date. They had let their contracts before the subsequent cutoff 
date. 

Those were the retroactive payments you authorized last year. 

This other group, as I understand, from what Congressman Roberts 
st gee about, is part of the group that is included in the Lesinski 

ill. 
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Mr. Wier. It isin the same category? —_- Ld 

Mr. Lattywuire. It is part of the additional period of time in 
which to file for that part of the entitlement that they did not file for. 

Mr. Rose. Mr. Chairman, could I make a statement on this point 
here ¢ 

Mr. Perxrins. Proceed. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF OSCAR V. ROSE 


Mr. Rosx, I gave to Congressman Roberts a list of all those schools 
which were publinhed at the close of the first 2-year period that 815 
was in operation. It lists the total entitlements for the States. There 
is a sheet for each State showing the school districts for the State, 
funds reserved a that time, the funds that were needed for the remain- 
ing projects, and the entitlements that were not covered by part 2 of 
the application. 

For Alabama—and I have previously figured out all the percent- 
ages and I used them in my testimony—Alabama received $16,649,934 
ior entitlements. 

The reserve funds were $8,996,289, or 53% percent of the original 
entitlements under the first part of the application. 

Then they had $121,963 in the category for which they had filed 
part 2, but had not needed it, or had not been paid. 

Then there were $7,531,682 of funds for which they did not file the 
application, 

I use this illustration sometimes: Throughout the United States 
there are hundreds of bank accounts which are dead. The people had 
the money in there, but they went off and never wrote a check against 
it and they are still there. You will find that to be a matter of record. 

That is similar to what this was. The fellow established an entitle- 
ment, had in a sense a bank account, but did not file an application 
for construction. 

Now, I would only point out one other thing that happened at that 
time which I think was not the fault of the school superintendents. 
That was that the largest appropriation to cover the entitlements of 
the first 2-year penta was made in July after the date for making 
applications closed on June 30, 1952. 

Therefore, it was a rather dark picture and a person had to have 
quite a lot of faith. I had that faith, myself, but a lot of people didn’t 
have the faith that Congress would ever pay that because they had 
not during the first 2-year period. 

But along in July, I believe it was, close to a hundred million dol- 
lars was appropriated after these boys did not have a chance to file 
an application. 

Therefore, it just went out of the window. That is really the 
situation that happened back at the close of 1952. 

Mr. Wrer. Are you picturing this problem of Alabama now as one 
that resubbed not from lack of entitlement, not from lack of justifica- 
tion ¢ 

Mr. Rose. That is right. 

Mr, Wier, But during the first 2 years the department found them- 
selves with about one-third of the necessary funds appropriated by 
the Congress, and so with all of the applications that were filed they 
had to proceed with the money available to them; they had to pursue 
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the policy of taking the most urgent applications and listing them in 
a priority order. 

When they got down to 25 percent they ran out of money, or par- 
tially out of money. “They had to parcel it out. 

Mr. Ross. This has been repeated, and I have heard it in talking 
with schoolmen, that they were told there was not any use making 
that second part. I think it was more nearly this, and with the failure 
to understand the laws and the failure to have faith in the fact that 
it was going ultimately to be paid, they perhaps said, “Well, you 
won’t get any money under this appropriation. There is no use filing 
because your priority as shown in the original application is far down 
here.” 

But as far as saying “You will never get any money,” I question 
whether anybody ever knew enough to make a statement such as that 
is, but it did discourage the person who did not want to do a lot of 
work on an application, and also they had to have some temporary 
plans. That involved obligating the district to make the temporary 
plans to submit for construction projects. 

It also involved making a decision in the local district of maybe 
putting a school here or there when you didn’t know whether you were 
going to be able to put it there, or not. 

Those problems arise in school districts. I know as an administra- 
tor I don’t want to talk about what we are going to do until we see 
a way of doing it. 

They could not see it and, therefore, did not go on to make the plan- 
ning that now our hindsight shows us should have been made. 

At that point there was some $72 million of entitlements for which 
there was no part 2 filed, money in the bank according to my other 
illustration. 

Now, the amendment that we are offering at this time would not 
recover all of that. I don’t know how much it would. It would re- 
cover only that for which the children are still there and still unhoused. 

The amendment calls for a 20 percent load. Personally, I think that 

is too high. I will make this statement in justification of changing 
our minds. 
- The school superintendents who work on this problem find it most 
difficult because we are doing regular jobs in addition to our work in 
connection with this bill, to have a research staff sufficient to know 
all the facts before they can act and some facts are coming out in this 
hearing that might alter our position. 

Perhaps the Office of Education will provide some facts that would 
be more guiding than what we have. We know what the problem is. 
We think we know what is equitable and what is inequitable, but 
always we do not know exactly how it ought to be cured. 

I had this; I kept it. 

Also, at the time I went and talked to Mr. Elliott when his amend- 
ment was defeated on the Floor of the House and I think it was de- 
feated because at that point we did not know whether there was going 
to be any appropriation made for the higher priorities or not. As 
I say, it came along after the defeat of the Elliott amendment on the 
Floor and it came long before the Congressmen had gotten completely 
sold on this legislation as they now are. 

That was back in the days when we were still trying to convince the 
Congress that there was a problem. 
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Now, I think we have shown that through our testimony holding 
up and the figures that we show and because of the problems that the 
committee saw and that they see now when they go home there is an 
altogether different aspect. 

Frankly, I don’t have a single child that I have not gotten paid for. 

Mr. Wier. Mr. Rose, I want to clarify something, and perhaps I 
am sustaining the position of the department in this case. 

I had three of these districts that had entitlements, approved en- 
titlements. They were less than 25 percent. So when I called thie 
department regarding these, why they did not get any money; I was 
told that it was because of the money available, that there was a sharing 
down in the lower brackets. 

I talked to them personally and they gave me no indication that, 
those 3 or 4 that I had, that had less than 25 percent, at a later date 
could go to your “bank” and get that money. They simply let me 
know what the Congress just did not appropriate enough money for 
the full entitlement to Gack qualifying district. ' 

Therefore, we have taken the most urgent ones and given them the 
top priorities. Now, we have gone down to the 25 percenters and we 
can’t do anything at that level. 

Mr. Rosr. That is right. That is because they didn’t file the second 
part of the application. That is the reason we couldn’t do it after the 
money was available, they had not filed the second part of the appli- 
cation. 

Another thing that I would like to point out in behalf of that, and I 
am not interested for my own school point of view at all, or, really, 
Oklahoma, is this: 

At that point we were talking about $72 million, rather increasing 
less than $200 million by $72 million. Now, as we know, we are talk- 
ing about increasing close to $609 million by $72 million. 

Since that time, the last 4 years, a lot of schools have received pay- 
ments for children that did not have nearly as high an impact as those 
that missed out during that 2-year period. 

Of course, as has been said before, the children are the ones that are 
involved. It is not a question of whether some superintendent of 
schools was lazy, or whether he did not know the law, or whether he 
did not try to find out what the law said and what was available for 
his children under his responsibility. That is beside the point in a 
sense. It certainly is a just criticism, but at the same time it does 
not house the children. 

Mr. Wrer. I would like to hear Mr. Lillywhite’s answer to my 
question. 

Mr. Littywutre. This is in no sense a comment on the amendment, 
Congressman, but simply trying to clear up on the comment which 
you made, 

Now, the first 2 years of the program applications were submitted, 
both part 1 and part 2, for $391 million.. Now, the Congress appro- 
priated about $245 million. Now, we approved applications on the 
basis of unhoused children and when we had done that for every 
eligible school district there was still $91 million in entitlements set 
up here. 

Nous it is true that shortly after the end of 1952 fiscal year we were 
just going down the priorities of about 30. About $160 million was 
the final appropriation which permitted us to allot funds to all school 
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districts to house their unhoused children as we defined it in at that 
time. And that still left $91 million. 

Now, you will recall that in 1953 when the law was up for extension 
the House extended the time for 1 more year in which this $91 million 
could be appropriated to pay off the unpaid entitlements. 

When it came out of Congress the law read that you could appropri- 
ate not to exceed $55 million and could pay school districts that 
had unpaid entitlements on file not to exceed 70 percent of the amount 
which they had. The $55 million was sufficient to pay 60 percent, just 
under 60 percent. 

Now, in addition to all of that, there were school districts over here 
that submitted the part 1 showing the number of children. You add 
them up and they submitted part twos, but the part twos lacked by $72 
million, the projects they wanted to construct lacked by $72 million, 
enough to pick up the entitlements of these school districts. 

That was the subject of the Elliott proposal when 246 was being 
discussed in 1953. 

I was not here all the way pty , Congressman, to hear the first 

art of your statement, but I think that will clarify the difference 
esate what might be termed the unpaid entitlements and the un- 
claimed entitlements. 

Now, in Alabama, there were $7,510,000 of these entitlements which 
they could have claimed had they submitted part 2 of the application. 

$5,288,000 of that was from the city of Mobile, itself. 


I do not know whether I have confused you more, but I think the 
record ought to be clear on what the two were. 


Mr. Ruopes. Could I ask what the definition of unhoused children 
was at that time? Did you consider adequacy, or was it the complete 
lack of facilities? 

Mr. Liutywuire. I am not quite sure I can give the exact definition, 
but it ran something like this. Sufficient facilities to house on a 
one-session per day, according to the standards of the State, in stand- 
ard classrooms. In that first law we counted existing facilities at 110 
percent of their capacity because most schools in the nation were 10 
percent overcrowded. 

So when I say we housed all the unhoused children as we defined it at 
that time, we still overloaded existing schools by 10 percent. 

But the definition of unhoused children has pretty much been the 
same. It has never been written in the law, at I think you decided 
against writing it into the law after discussing it, but it has pretty 
much been to house on a one-session per day in standard facilities. 

Mr. Ruopes. Then these entitlements you are talking about were for 
school districts which did not have unhoused children, but which»had 
entitlements? 

Mr. Luywaurre. That is correct. They did not have unhoused 
children as we defined it. 

Mr. Perxtns. Mr. Metcalf. 

Mr. Metcaur. No questions. 

Mr. Perxuns. Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upatx. No questions, 

Mr. Perxrys, Is there anything further, Mr. Roberts? 
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Mr. Roserts. Mr. Chairman, I have 2 statements here, 1 prepared 
by Mr. Rose, which is a percentage summary, I would say, of entitle- 
ments received by the State or reserved, arranged from the highest 
through the lowest, that I would like to incorporate in the record. 

Also, a statement which I believe is from the United States Office 
of Education, which shows the Alabama situation by school districts 
with reference to total entitlements, funds reserved, funds needed for 
remaining projects and entitlements not covered by projects. 

Since it contains pretty well all the cities and counties in my district, 
I would like very much to incorporate it for the record, too, if I may. 

Mr. Perkins. Without objection, the statements will be inserted in 
the record. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 


The following data was taken from the summary prepared by the United States 
Office of Education, as of July 1, 1953. The States are rearranged according to 
percentage of entitlement each State has received or has reserved under Public 
Law 815. The States are arranged in the order from the highest percentage to 
the lowest percentage: 
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List of school districts in Alabama showing (1) total entitlements, (2) tota| 
funds reserved, (3) additional funds needed for projects on file, and (4) 
entitlements for which projects were not filed, as of July 1, 1953 





Total | Funds Entitlements 
entitlements | reserved remaining covered 
projects Y projects 


School district 


| 
} 
| } 





Huntsville | $625,859} $625, 
Montgomery County 1, 435, 923 | . 
Baldwin County ta 410, 816 | 


859 | 
960, 000 | 


4 ae 189, 442 
Anniston City- “4, | 734, 761 | 
Macon County.-. nl 459, 227 | 
Calhoun County_- Boe , 199, 015 | 
Madison County = 121, 628 
Sylacouga City b 249, 758. | 
Ozark City__- 471, 067 
Enterprise City . . 373, 621 
Talladega County 436, 478 
i CE Ee Pree eee eee 80, 230 
Decatur City. } 
Tuscumbia 

Mobile County 

Talladega City 

Jacksonville 

Sheffield City | 

| ee ee eee } 








Mr. Roserts. For the record, Mr. Chairman, I apologize for my lack 
of knowledge in this school matter, but I am mighty glad that Mr. 
Rose was here today. 

Mr. Wier. You will know the problem after we give you a display of 


top leadership. 

Mr. Perkins We are mighty glad to have you with us this morning, 
Mr. Roberts. I can assure you that you have been helpful. 

You have appeared before us several times and you have always been 
helpful to the committee. 

Mr. Roserts. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Seely-Brown would like 
to submit a statement. Might I ask unanimous consent that his state- 
ment may be incorporated when it is submitted. (See p. 190.) 

Mr. Perkins. Without objection from any of the members we will 
let all members of the committee or oealons of Congress submit 
statements within the next week and let the record remain open if it 
is satisfactory with the members of the subcommittee. 

The committee will recess until 2 o’clock. 

(Thereupon, at 11 a. m., the subcommittee was recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p. m., same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Perkins. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Hussey. Mr. Chairman, I have here, dated April 13, 1956, a 
report from the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare on 
your bill, H. R. 10227. I would like to submit that for the record. 

Mr. Perkins. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 
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(The report referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
April 13, 1956. 
Hon. GRAHAM A, BARDEN, 
Chairman, House Committee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives. 


Dean Mr. CHAIRMAN: We would like to submit the following comments on 
H. R. 10227, a bill “To extend for 2 years the program of financial assistance 
in the construction of school facilities and for local educational agencies in areas 
affected by Federal activities under the provisions of Public Laws 815 and 874, 
8ist Congress, and to make certain other changes in such provisions.” 

This bill would extend for 2 years Public Law 815 as amended (i. e., until 
June 30, 1958) and Public Law 874 as amended (i. e., until June 30, 1959) by 
changing the necessary wording and dates in the acts to accomplish this purpose. 
The bill would also make a number of substantive amendments to the present 
acts. 

This Department believes that it is desirable ultimately to recognize through 
appropriate legislation a continuing Federal responsibility for assistance in situ- 
ations like those now provided for under the school assistance acts (Public Law 
$15 and Public Law 874), thereby avoiding the temporary extensions of the past 
and providing a solid basis for planning school budgets in federally affected 
school districts, as well as for federally operated schools. It is believed also 
that the size of these programs warrants a thorough-going review in the light 
of continuing Federal responsibility in the federally affected areas. The acts 
have been in operation for 6 years and it is felt that there has been sufficient 
experience gained in that length of time to assess these two acts and make 
appropriate recommendations. 

Accordingly, the Commissioner of Education has appointed a group of con- 
sultants to review and evaluate these programs and to make such recommenda- 
tions as would fairly and equitably discharge the Federal Government’s respon- 
sibility in federally impacted areas. It is expected that the group’s study and 
evaluation, already underway, will be completed in time for legislative recom- 
mendations to be submitted to the next session of Congress. Until that time 
the Department would recommend against enactment of permanent legislation, 
or individual piecemeal amendments along the lines of the subject bill and would 
favor instead a temporary 2-year extension of Public Law 815, as amended, in 
its present form. The Department would also recommend that Public Law 874 
not be extended at this time and, in any event, not for more than 1 additional 
year (to June 30, 1958). 

Notwithstanding these recommendations, we are presenting in the attach- 
ment our comments on the more important changes which the subject bill would 
propose to make in Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 for the use of the com- 
mittee. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Heroitp C. Hunt, Acting Secretary. 


COMMENTS ON PARTICULAR PROVISIONS oF H. R, 10227 


A. AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 815, AS AMENDED 


1. Counting children of uniformed personnel 


Section 104 of the subject bill would broaden subsection 305 (a) (1) and 
(2) of Public Law 815, as amended, to include the children of parents on active 
duty in the “uniformed services,” as defined in section 102 of the Career Com- 
pensation Act of 1949, in determining eligibility of school districts for construc- 
tion aid for children residing on or residng with a parent employed on tax-exempt 
Federal property. This section would also provide for certain increases in the 
percentage of Federal participation in the cost of constructing minimum school 
facilities. 

Section 202 of Public Law 815 as originally enacted counted as federally con- 
nected those children who lived on Federal property or who lived with a parent 
employed. on Federal property located in the same State in which the children 
attended school. There was a substantial number of children attending school 
in some districts whose parents were employed on nontaxable Federal property 





988 ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 


located across the State line in another State. These children could not he 
counted for benefits under the act. Similarly, a child of a member of the 
uniformed services living in public quarters on a military installation could be 
counted under section 202 (a) of Public Law 815 so long as the parent was 
stationed on the base. However, if the parent were ordered overseas, the child, 
although still residing on the base and still in school, was counted only under 
section 202 (b). 

Public Law 246, approved August 8, 1953, amended the original act by including 
under section 305 (a) (1) those children residing on Federal property whose 
parents were employed on nontaxable Federal property located in another State 
but within reasonable commuting distance of the residence of the child. Public 
Law 246 also made a similar provision in section 305 (a) (2) for counting chil- 
dren of parents employed on Federal property in those few school districts 
where there was an obvious hardship because communities served as a place of 
residence (bedroom communities) for substantial numbers of workers on large 
Federal installations located across a State line. y 

Section 104 of H. R. 10227 is directed to the similar situation where a member 
of the uniformed services moves his family to a military base where he is sta- 
tioned temporarily and lives in a taxable home off base in the school district. 
Once the parent is transferred overseas or to a distant base, the child may not, 
under the existing law, be counted for entitlement in the school district in which 
he attends school because the serviceman is no longer employed on Federal prop- 
erty within reasonable commuting distance. The subject bill would provide 
that any such schoolchild may be counted under Public Law 815 so long as he 
has a parent who is a member of the “uniformed services.” 

Comments: This amendment would clearly represent a step in the direction 
of making Federal payments available for the education of the children of all 
members of the uniformed services without regard to whether they or their 
families live on tax-exempt federally owned property in or near the school dis- 
trict, and thus would represent a sharp departure from the basic justification for 
Federal payments, i. e., the tax exemption on federally owned property. (For 
comments on the proposed increase in percentage of Federal participation which 
this section of the bill would provide, see page 7.) 


2. Elimination of responsibility for Presidential finding of critical defense area 

Section 104 of H. R. 10227 amends subsection (a) of section 305 of Public 
Law 815, as amended, by omitting the existing requirement in paragraph 3 of 
such subsection which requires a Presidential finding that the applicant school 
district is partly or wholly situated within a particular area. Subsection 305 
(a) (3) of the current act provides for counting increases in school membership 
during the specified 2-year increase period of those children who come into the 
school district as a direct result of Federal activities carried on either directly 
or through a contractor. This section takes cognizance primarily of those situa- 
tions where there has been an increase in the employment at private plants 
because of Federal contracts, as contrasted with the other two categories of 
federally connected children recognized under the act, namely, increases in 
school membership of children residing on Federal property or residing with 
a parent employed on Federal property, or both. 

Public Law 246, approved August 8, 1953, amended the original act by pro- 
viding that children in this third category (i. e., children living in taxable homes 
with parents employed in taxable industries having Federal contracts), could 
not be counted for eligibility under the act unless the school district was wholly 
or partly situated within an area with respect to which the President made 
a finding (A) that a new defense plant or installation had been or is to be pro- 
vided therein, or an existing defense plant or installation therein has been or is 
to be reactivated or its operation substantially expanded; (B) that substantial 
immigration of defense workers or military personnel is required to carry out 
activities at such defense plant or installation; (C) after consultation with the 
Commissioner, that the minimum school facilities required for the free public 
education of the children of such defense workers or military personnel are not 
available. 

The President delegated the responsibility for making this finding to the Secre- 
tary of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, with a provision that 
the findings and recommendations with respect to clause (A) above be made to 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare by the Director of the Office 
of Defense Mobilization and that the findings and recommendations with respect 
to clause (B) above be made by the Secretary of Labor. 





ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 289 


Comments: In the case of this type of payments, the Federal responsibility 
does not rest on the immunity of federally owned property from State and local 
taxation because the child counted for payment-in-lieu purposes may have no 
connection with federally owned property either by residence or by the employ- 
ment of his parents. If there is a Federal responsibility, it must be based on 
the grounds that through its contracting in the area the Federal Government 
has caused a sudden and substantial impact of children which the local com- 
munity cannot immediately adjust itself to through its property tax system. 
However, in all these instances the local community will in a year or two be 
able to realize property taxes and other revenues on the homes and places of 
employment of the children counted. It is highly questionable whether there 
exists a Federal responsibility to aid in the construction of a permanent school 
building which will be useful from 30 to 40 years during most of which the com- 
munity can realize tax revenues on the homes and places of employment 
involved. 

Because of this difficulty of justifying any long-range payment in this kind 
of situation, the present law limits the payments to instances where the Fed- 
eral payment would be clearly in support of the national defense effort; i. e., 
to communities in critical defense areas. The proposed amendment would 
remove this limitation, and thus remove this basis for justifying the Federal 
payment without supplying any new basis on which the Federal payment could 
be justified. 

We believe that the whole problem as to the nature and extent of the Fed- 
eral responsibility in these situations deserves careful exploration if the present 
justification based on the importance of the school building to the furtherance 
of the national defense effort appears no longer relevant or feasible. 


$. Non-Federal increase reduction factor 


Section 106 of the subject bill would amend subsection 305 (d) of the cur- 
rent act, which requires a non-Federal growth of 10 percent in the 2-year in- 
crease period before a district may count any federally connected children 
toward eligibility, and would substitute a non-Federal growth requirement of 6 
percent, 

Public Law 815, from its original passage to the present time has included 
language to assure that only increases in school enrollment due to Federal 
activities be counted for eligibility and entitlement purposes. This provision 
liimted school districts in counting federally connected children for school con- 
struction aid to those who represented an increased load in the school district 
because of Federal activity and were without available school facilities. 

Under the original act there was no absorption requirement, but school dis- 
tricts could not count more federally connected children than the total increase 
in average daily attendance from 1939, which was the beginning of the period 
covered by Public Law 815. When the original act was amended by Public 
Law 246, it was specified that a school district must show a 10 percent growth 
in the membership of non-Federal children in any 2-year increase period before 
counting any federally connected children for eligibility purposes. This re- 
quirement was in the nature of a reduction factor and was placed in the act 
because it was believed that most other rapidly growing school districts in the 
Nation at that time could expect to receive a normal increase in school member- 
ship of about 5 percent a year or 10 percent for each 2-year period covered 
by each increase period specified in Public Law 815. It was felt that federally 
connected districts should absorb without Federal payment as much non-Fed- 
eral growth in school membership as the normal membership increases exper- 
ienced on a nationwide basis. 

Comments: For the past 10 years the average annual increase in school mem- 
bership, although varying slightly from year to year, has been approximately 4 
percent, only slightly below the 5 percent increase factor which was incorporated 
in the amendment enacted by Public Law 246. 

This requirement is but one of several elements in the formulas for determining 
eligibility for and the amount of payments under the act and should not be 
changed without careful reexamination of all the elements of the formulas. 
Consideration as to whether a change in the percentage increase factor is war- 
ranted and whether the one here proposed is fair and equitable is properly a 
matter that should be reviewed by the advisory committee. 


4. Effect of sale of certain public housing 


Section 107 of H. R. 10227 would amend section 305 of Public Law 815, as 
amended, by inserting at the end thereof the following new subsection: “(f) 
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The sale by the Féderal Government of any housing property considered prior ty 
such sale as Federal property for the purposes of this act shall not result in 
such housing property not being considered as Federal property for such pur- 
poses.” It should be noted that this amendment proposed by section 107 would, 
in terms of that section, become effective after June 30, 1954, and consequently 
would apply retroactively to the present 2-year increase period covered by the 
act, namely July 1, 1954, to June 30, 1956. Under this retroactive provision it 
would be necessary to revise and reprocess all applications received in the cur- 
rent 2-year increase period to be certain that the revised eligibility require 
ments as respects Federal property specified by section 107 of H. R. 10227 
were duly considered. 

The amendment would also apply to the 2-year extension of the act proposed 
by H. R. 10227 for the increase period beginning July 1, 1956, and ending June 
30, 1958. The effect of the amendment is to make any Federal housing prop- 
erty sold after June 30, 1954, eligible as Federal property for 4 years or until 
June 30, 1958, for purposes of Federal payments toward cost of constructing 
schools for increases of children residing in such housing. 

Comments: Since Federal payments under Public Law 815 are justified on the 
basis of the tax immunity of Federal property, the sale of housing property by 
the Government should release it from any special Federal responsibility with 
respect to the provision of school facilities for increases in the number of chil- 
dren residing therein. 

One of the difficult problems in justifying Federal payments for school con- 
struction under title III of Public Law 815 arises from the fact that the payments 
are made for the construction of school buildings which have a useful life of 
30 or 40 years, although they are based on the school attendance of federally 
connected children for only 1 or 2 years. This has been justified in the past on 
the presumption that Federal ownership of the tax-exempt property involved 
will continue for an indefinite period (perhaps for the life of the building), 
so that the Federal payment is in compensation for the loss of revenues for a 
long period of time rather than in compensation for loss only during the year 
in which the child was counted for payment purposes. This presumption must 
not be indulged in where it is know at the time of the payment that the Federal 
property has been sold, so that over the entire life of the school building the 
property will not enjoy any Federal tax immunity and will provide a source of 
revenue to the school district. 


5. Retroactive payments under Public Law 815 


H. R. 10227 would add a new title II providing for retroactive payments to 
certain school districts. Two types of payments would be authorized by section 
201. One would be payments resulting from a recomputation of entitlements 
providing for higher rates of Federal payment per child in the case of increased 
Humbers of children residing on or with parents employed on tax-exempt Federal 
property and in the case of increased numbers of children of parents who came 
into a school district to accept employment in plants having a Federal contract. 
The other type of payment would result from providing opportunity for school 
districts to make application for approval of additional construction projects 
in sufficient amount to cover any unclaimed entitlements calculated under the 
new rates as applied to previous applications under the provisions of Public 
Law 815, provided such application for additional construction projects contain- 
ing the necessary information is filed within 6 months after passage of the 
proposed amendment. 

Under the limitations of section 203 of H. R. 10227 the additional payments 
would not be made to any local educational agency unless: (1) the number of 
federally connected children (defined in section 204 (b) of the bill) in member- 
ship in the schools of the local educational agency at the close of the 1955-56 
school year constituted at least 20 percent of the total membership of such 
schools at such time; (2) such agency had provided during the period beginning 
July 1, 1951, and ending June 30, 1956, a maximum amount of local funds for 
school construction purposes (the amendment proposes that a school district 
which has had outstanding bonds issued for school construction purposes during 
this period in an amount equal to at least 90 percent of the amount allowed 
such agency under applicable State law shall be considered as meeting this re- 
quirement); (3) unless the agency has children enrolled in public elementary 
and secondary schools as of June 30, 1956, for whom adequate school facilities are 
net available or under construction ; and (4) unless such agency gives assurances 
satisfactory to the Commissioner of Education that payments received will be 
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used only for the purpose of constructing school facilities in the school district 
of the agency. ; 

Comments: The basic question involved in this proposal for retroactive pay- 
ments would appear to be whether or not Federal payments made under the 
original act and the two extensions thereof for certain categories of federally’ 
connected children and for which the instant proposal would provide increased 
rates of payment were too low to discharge equitably the Federal responsibility 
to the federally affected school districts concerned. 

This department does not believe that the previous rates of payment by the 
Federal Government have been less than generous. The basic rationale under-, 
lying Public Law 815, as well as its companion Public Law 874, was to place 
the Federal Government in the role of a local taxpayer. Instead of payments 
in lieu of taxes because of the tax immunity of Federal property the Government. 
undertook to make payments to local school districts on account of certain’ 
categories of federally connected children at roughly the local share of the 
cost per child for school construction and for school operation and maintenance.’ 
The major local source of funds for operation of schools or for constructing 
school facilities is taxes on places where people live and places where people 
work. In the case of school construction the assumption was that the total cost. 
of construction was met from local resources (an assumption that was, if any- 
thing, Weighted in favor of local districts, since in many States construction costs 
are met in substantial measure from State revenues). 

Thus, under title III of the act the Federal Government pays in the case of 
school construction 95 percent of the full cost (measured in terms of the State 
average per pupil cost of constructing school facilities in the previous year) in 
those cases where Federal activities made both the place of employment and the 
place of residence nontaxable. The 5 percent differential was introduced as an. 
adjustment for additions to local resources assumed to inure to the community as 
a result of the increased Federal activity. The Federal Government pays 50° 
percent of this cost so measured when either the place of employment or the place 
of residence is subject to taxation by the school district. 

In the case of children whose parents do not both live and work on Federal 
property, the Federal payment (50 percent) is reduced to approximately one-half 
that payable in the case of children whose parents both live and work on tax- 
exempt property. The 50 percent in title II] of Public Law 815 is a much closer 
upproximation to the loss of local revenue occasioned by the Federal immunity 
than was the 70 percent in title II of Public Law 815, since in the case of these 
children either their homes or their parents’ places of employment are fully tax- 
able by the local government. Moreover, in the third category of Federal 
connection (that is, sudden and substantial increases in membership due to 
Federal activities carried on directly or through a contractor) the Federal Goy- 
ernment paid 45 percent of the State average cost per pupil of constructing school. 
facilities based upon the emergency need for such facilities and the inability of 
the local school district to finance necessary school construction from its own. 
resources, 

There would appear to be less justification for increasing this percentage to. 
70 percent as proposed by the bill than in the situation discussed immediately 
above because in these instances parents of the children counted presumedly 
neither live nor work on tax-exempt property so that any burden suffered by their 
advent into the community is only temporary and in small measure attributable 
to the Federal Government. 

The retroactive features of these provisions of H. R. 10227 present a funda- 
mental question of principle. It is, we think, highly questionable whether it is 
sound to make changes of this character retroactive and thus, in effect, provide’ 
windfalls for selected districts and create a precedent for making retroactive any 
other liberalizing change in thelaw. Such retroactivity greatly increases the cost 
of any such amendment with little or no just fi‘ation from the standpoint of 
— needs for which the Federal Government has a past or current responsi- 
vility. 

In addition, this retroactive payment feature of H. R. 10227 presents adminis- 
trative problems of an extremely complicated and difficult nature. For example, 
a determination by the Commissioner of Education that a school district provided 
during the period beginning July 1, 1951, and ending June 30, 1956, “a maximum 
amount of local funds for school construction purposes” would be well-nich 
impossible even with such a criterion as that included in the proposed amend- 
ment, namely, that if a school district had during this period outstanding bonds 
issued for school construction purposes in an amount equal to at least 90 per- 
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cent of the amount allowed under applicable State law it should be considered 
as meeting this requirement. It should be pointed out that States vary consider- 
ably in their bonding limitations, some having a limitation of 2 percent of assessed 
valuation, some 15 percent, some 20 percent, some 40 percent, and in a number of 
States there is no statutory limitation. Since 1951 a number of States have 
modified their statutory bonding limitations. Particularly for districts in the 
States where there is no statutory limitation the Commissioner would be without 
statutory guidance in making a determination as to whether or not a school 
district had provided “a maximum amount of local funds for school construction 
purposes.” What would be a “maximum amount of local funds” in many cases 
would be the subject of endless dispute. 

Similarly, this department is opposed to reopening the question of old un- 
claimed entitlements. It should be pointed out that a complete application under 
the law has from the beginning consisted of part I (containing school member- 
ship and fiscal data), and part lI (containing floor plans and estimated costs of 
proposed school construction projects). On the basis of the data contained in 
part I a computation is made of the amount of “entitlement” or “maximum pay- 
ment” due an applicant in terms of the formulae set forth in the act. Part IT 
describes a proposed school construction project and the estimated cost thereof, 
which cost may not exceed the computed “entitlement” or “maximum payment” 
unless such excess is to be provided by funds of the applicant school district. Not 
all applicants fully covered by their submission of part II project proposals all of 
their “entitlements” or “maximum payments” computed under part I of their 
applications. The reasons for such failure to do so can only be conjectural. 
It may be presumed that in some cases additional school housing was not then 
needed so that additional projects were not submitted although the school district 
had remaining entitlement. In such case the proposed amendment would now 
permit districts to submit projects to cover those old unclaimed entitlements (as 
well as the new entitlements arising from the proposed increased rate computa- 
tion) provided they will meet the new cirteria proposed in section 203 of the bill 

It is the view of this department that all applicants have had a full and equal 
opportunity to file such part II project requests before the statutory deadline 
dates in the past, and that to extend the time for such filing on an ex post ‘facto 
basis as proposed by subject bill would only result in administrative confusion and 
favored treatment to certain selected school districts. 


B. AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 874 


1. Amendment to subsection 8 (b) 


Section 303 of the bill would broaden subsection (b) of section 3 of the present 
act which provides for Federal payment for children of parents residing on or 
working on Federal property, so as to include children of parents who are on 
active duty in the uniformed services (as defined in section 102 of the Career 
Compensation Act of 1949). 

Section 3 of Public Law 874 as originally enacted counted as federally con- 
nected those children who lived on Federal property or who lived with a parent 
employed on Federal property located in the same State in which the children 
attended school. In some districts a substantial number of children attendcd 
school whose parents were members of the armed services living in public quar- 
ters on a military installation and so could be counted under subsection 3 (a) of 
Public Law 874 for full payment at the local contribution rate as long as the 
parent was stationed on the base. However, if the parent were sent overseas 
the child, although still in school, could then be counted under the original act 
only as a subsection 3 (b) child at 50 percent of the local contribution rate. 

Public Law 248, approved August 8, 1953, amended Public Law 874 so as to 
provide that children living on a military installation could still be counted 
under subsection 3 (a) of the act when the parent was sent overseas or to a 
distant base which was not within reasonable commuting distance. 

Section 303 of subject bill is directed to the situation where a member of the 
uniformed services moves his family to a military base where he is stationed 
temporarily and does not live on the base but lives off-base in taxable property 
in the school district. Under the present act the child can be counted under 
subsection 3 (b) for payment at 50 percent of the local contribution rate. Once 
the parent is transferred overseas or to a distant base, however, the child may 
not, under the existing law, be counted for any payment in the school district 
in which he attends school because the serviceman is no longer employed on 
Federal property within reasonable commuting distance. The subject bill would 
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provide that any such school child may be counted under subsection 3 (b) of 
Public Law 874 as long as he has a parent who is on active duty in the “uni- 
formed services.” 

Comments: Under present conditions, enactment of this amendment would add 
an estimated $5 million to the annual cost of the act. Moreover, the amend- 
ment would clearly represent a step in the direction of making Federal payments 
available for the education of the children of all members of the uniformed 
services, thereby further increasing the costs of the program, and casting serious 
doubt on the continued validity of the underlying justification for Federal pay- 
ments under the act, since no Federal property tax immunity is involved. 
Basically, the problem here is the mobility of the members of the uniformed 
services, and of their families, as it relates to the provision of education for 
their children. 


2, Amendment to eliminate 3-percent eligibility and 3-percent absorption require- 
ments 

Section 304 of the bill would amend subsection 3 (c) (1) of the current act to 
eliminate the so-called 8 percent absorption requirement for 1956-57 and there- 
after; to eliminate also the 3 percent eligibility requirement presently effective 
for 1955-56 for section 3 entitlements (including elimination of the 6 percent 
eligibility requirement for large school districts) ; and to require for eligibility 
under section 3 only a minimum of 10 children (counting a subsection 3 (a) 
child as One and a subsection 3 (b) child as one-half), with provision that the 
Commissioner could waive or reduce this minimum. The estimated additional 
cost of this amendment would be $35 million per year, assuming the adoption also 
of the amendment discussed in the preceding point 1 of these comments. 

When Public Law 874 was amended by Public Law 248 the requirement for 
eligibility of a number of federally connected children equal to 8 percent of the 
current year’s average daily attendance was changed to base the eligibility under 
section 3 in the previous year’s average daily attendance and to provide that 
each applicant district would be required to deduct from the number of its 
federally connected children in the preceding year 3 percent of its nonfederally 
connected children (counting a subsection 3 (a) child as one and a subsection 
3 (b) child as one-half). The purpose of the latter change was to eliminate 
the inequities implicit in the eligibility condition, as between communities barely 
meeting or not meeting the condition, and as between large cities and all other 
communities. This so-called 3 percent absorption requirement has twice been 
postponed by the Congress and the 3 percent eligibility requirement continued. 

Comments: The present requirement of a minimum of 10 children was in- 
corporated in the act originally to set a minimum point at which a Federal 
impact might be a burden on any school district. The 3 percent was set as a 
better measure for larger school districts. For the largest districts the figure 
of 6 percent was used as a fair measure of Federal impact. The 10-pupil mini- 
mum would be retained by the subject bill as the sole eligibility requirement, 
with authority, as at present, for the Commissioner to waive or reduce this 
minimum under certain conditions. The present minimum requirement of 6 
percent for eligibility with a 3 percent absorption for cities with 35,000 or more 
children in average daily attendance would be entirely eliminated under this 
bill. Thus-every school district, large or small, that could find 10 or more fed- 
erally connected children, counting all those under subsection 3 (a) plus one-half 
of those under subsection 3 (b), could receive Federal payments under this pro- 
posed bill if it were to be enacted. This proposal abandons any realistic measure 
of the financial burden on a school district imposed by Federal activity as a 
minimum condition for eligibility for Federal payment such as is represented by 
the present 3 percent eligibility requirement or the so-called 3 percent absorption 
requirement. 


3. Change in minimum rate provisions 


Section 305 of subject bill would provide that the minimum local contribution 
rate for purposes of payment under subsection 3 (d) of the present act be 
changed. The bill would substitute for the present minimum rate provision, 
which is based on one-half the State average per pupil cost in the second pre- 
ceding year, a new minimum rate explained as follows: “In no event shall the 
local contribution rate for any local educational agency in any State in the con- 
tinental United States for any fiscal year be less than (i) the average of the 
local contribution rates of all local educational agencies in the continental United 
States receiving payments under this section for such fiscal year determined 
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for the next fiseal year preceding such fiscal year and determined without 
regard to this sentence, or (ii) the local contribution rate for such agency, de. 
termined without regard to this sentence, for the preceding fiscal year, except 
that such rate for such agency shall not be more than the aggregate current 
expenditures, during the next fiscal year preceding such fiscal year, made by all 
local educational agencies in such State (without regard to the source of the 
funds from which such expenditures were made), divided by the aggregate 
number of children in average daily attendance to whom such agencies provided 
free public education during such next preceding fiscal year.” 

This provision in H. R. 10227 would change the basis for determining the 
minimum local contribution rate from the second preceding fiscal year to the 
first preceding fiscal year, and, as we interpret the proposed amendment, it 
would result in providing to applicants under section 3 of the act the highest 
of 3 different rates of payment: (1) School expenditures per child met out of 
loeal revenues in generally comparable districts in the same State in accord- 
ance with the original provisions presently in the first sentence of subsection 3 
(d) of the act; or (2) the average of the local contribution rates of all local 
educational agencies in the continental United States which receive payments 
under section 3 in any fiscal year, computed as of the previous fiscal year; or 
(3) the local contribution rate determined for it for the preceding fiscal year, 
limited by the full State average per pupil expenditure in the State for the 
preceding fiscal year for all pupils from all sources. 

Comments: Alternative (2) above would appear to be based on a less accept- 
able rationale than the present minimum rate of one-half the State average per 
pupil cost in the second preceding fiscal year, which it would replace. The 
amendment proposes to use the average of the actual local contribution rates of 
all applicants for the current year, for whom payment is made under section 8, 
calculated on the basis of the second preceding year’s data for these applicants, 
This change would appear to be a further step away from the concept of the 
Federal Government as a good local taxpayer, which was begun in Public Law 
248 with the adoption of the present minimum rate provision related to State 
average per pupil costs. The proposed minimum rate appears to assume a 
rationale of rates of payment based not on a local contribution rate or even 
State per pupil cost, but a rationale of equalization among States in rates 
based on a national average. The use of a national average local contribution 
rate would serve to increase minimum rates of payment to school districts in 
some States and reduce them in others. Insofar as Public Law 874 is based 
principally on the concept that the Federal Government should pay its fair 
share of the local cost of the public schools because of the tax immunity of the 
Federal property on which children reside or their parents are employed, this 
provision would depart from that concept. 

Moreover, administration of the act. would become more difficult with this 
change, because the minimum rate based on a national average of local contribu- 
tion rates could not be established until it was determined which districts would 
be eligible applicants in any current year. Then data secured from the appli- 
cations of all eligible applicants would have to be collated and a national average 
local contribution rate obtained. Such a rate could not be established with 
certainty until late in any school year, with the result that the processing of 
applications and the making of payments to school districts applying under 
section 3 would be seriously delayed. 

With regard to alternative (3) above, it is not clear as to what is meant to 
be accomplished by this provision. To the extent that it would base the Federal 
payment on the average per pupil expenditures in the State, without regard to 
whether or in what proportion the expenditures are met out of State or local 
revenues, it represents a sharp departure from the concept of the Federal Govern- 
ment compensating local school districts for property revenue losses occasioned 
by the tax immunity of Federal property. 

No precise estimate of the cost of the changes in minimum rate provisions 
proposed by section 305 of H. R. 10227 is possible at this time. A rough estimate 
would range between $12 million and $20 million. 


4. Amendment affecting deductions for other Federal payments 
Section 306 of the bill proposes to deduct “other Federal payments” and taxes 
from entitlements only to the extent that children are claimed on each Federal 


property. The estimated additional cost of this amendment would be about 
$200,000 annually. 
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Comments: It should be noted that the amounts of the Federal payments under 
Public Law 874 are not geared to the amount a given piece of lederal property 
would yield in property taxes were it not exempt from taxation, but to the 
burden imposed on the school districts as measured by the number of children 
whose attendance at its schools can be attributed to Federal property ownership. 
Thus the Public Law 874 payments are designed to meet ail that portion of the 
educational expenses of a school district which can be fairly charged to all tax 
exempt Federal property in the district. Any payment in lieu of taxes under 
other Federal laws on the basis of Federal property in the district which are 
available for educational purposes result in a duplication of Federal payments 
and call for some adjustment, whether or not children reside on such property 
and are counted for payments under Public Law 874. Hence the faiiure to make 
adjustments in any instances in payments in lieu of taxes, under other Federal 
laws, such as proposed in this section of H. R. 10227, is difficult if not impossible 
to justify. 

5. Effect.of sale of certain housing property 

Section 307 of the bill would add the following new subsection (f) at the close 
of section 8 of the act, to be effective after June 20, 1955: 

(f) The sale by the Federal Government of any housing property con- 
sidered prior to such sale as Federal property for the purposes of this act 
shall not result in such housing property not being considered as Federal 
property for such purposes until after the termination of the fiscal year 
following the fiscal year in which such sale is made. 

Under the definition of “Federal property” in subsection 9 (1) of the current 
act, property cannot be determined to be Federal property after its ownership 
passes from Federal into non-Federal hands. After the cessation of Federal 
ownership, the property, of course, becomes fully taxable by the school district, 
but some time necessarily elapses between the date when such property first 
hecomes taxable and the date property taxes are collected on it—the period vary- 
ing from jurisdiction to jurisdiction depending on locally applicable laws and 
their administration. 

Comments: It should be noted that payments under section 3 of Public Law 
874, whieh accounts for the bulk of the payments authorized by the act, are 
based on a count of the federally connected children in school attendance during 
the fiscal year preceding the year for which and in which the payments are made. 
Thus a sale of Federal property in 1 year will not affect section 3 payments for 
that year, such payments being based on the preceding year during all of which 
the property was still owned by the Federal Government. The effect of the 
sale on Public Law 874 payments will not be felt until the year following that 
in which the sale occurred, and then only as of the date when, in the preceding 
year, a new count of federally connected children revealed the change of owner- 
ship. 

In view of this lag period of more than 1 year already built into section 3 
payments, we seriously question whether the instant proposed amendment can 
he justified on the basis of the suddenness or unexpectedness of any resulting 
diminution of Federal payments, or on any other basis. Rather it would appear 
that by the time Federal payments are reduced in the year following the sale, 
tax payments on the transferred property should become available. At least, 
any reduction could be anticipated long enough in advance to permit necessary 
budget adjustments. 

To authorize Federal payments on property that is fully taxable under State 
or loeal law is d‘fficult to justify consistently with the theory of Federal respon- 
sibility which now underlies Public Law 874. 

To the extent that a school district may suffer reduced revenues because the 
Public Law 874 payments on a piece of property while owned by the Federal 
Government were in excess of the property tax revenues collected on the property 
while privately owned, the reduction could hardly be said to be attributable to 
the Federal Government except it be on the score of overgenerosity. 

Finally, it should be noted that the sale of Federal property is only one of 
several situations in which Public Law 874 payments may eventually be reduced 
without immediate reduction in school attendance, e. g., where Federal activities 
und personnel cease or diminish. To continue payments in any or all such 
situations notwithstanding the cessation or reduction of Federal responsibility 
would appear unjustifiable. 


76765—56——_20 
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6. Change in eligibility requirements under subsection 4 (a) 


Section 308 of the bill proposes, with respect to the current subsection 4 (a) 
which covers “sudden and substantial increases” in attendance of federally con- 
nected children in the current school year, that the present requirement of a 5 
percent increase for eligibility be reduced to an increase of one or more such 
children. The estimated additional cost of this amendment would be about $3 
million annually. 

Subsection 4 (a) of Public Law 874, as amended, authorizes payment to loca] 
educational agencies which have experienced a sudden and substantial increase in 
school attendance as a direct result of activities of the United States carried 
on directly or through a contractor. The measure of “sudden and substantial” is 
that the increase shall be equal to at least 5 percent of the difference between the 
number of children in average daily attendance at the schools of the local 
educational agency during the preceding fiscal year and the number of such 
children whose attendance during the current year directly results from activities 
of the United States (including children who reside on Federal property or with 
a parent employed on Federal property). Other factors of eligibility include 
a substantial and continuing financial burden on the school district by reason 
of the increases resulting from the Federal activities, the making by the school 
district of a reasonable tax effort, including the exercise of due diligence 
in availing itself of State and other financial assistance, and the district’s in- 
ability, unless assisted by the Federal payment, to secure sufficient funds 
to provide a level of education equivalent to that maintained by comparable 
school districts in the same State. 

When Public Law 874 was amended by Public Law 248, certain changes af- 
fecting the counting of children for eligibility under subsection 4 (a) were 
made. The original Public Law 874 had based payments in section 3 (children 
residing on or with parents employed on tax-exempt Federal property) on the 
average daily attendance of such children provided free public education in the 
current school year. Public Law 248 provided that Federal payments would be 
made on the average daily attendance of Federally connected section 3 children 
for the preceding rather than the current school year; and it provided that new 
increases of section 3 children in average daily attendance in the current year 
might be counted toward the 5 percent increase required for eligibility under the 
amended subsection 4 (a). 

The new subsection 4 (a) provision proposed by the subject bill would author- 
ize payment for any increase in the number of federally counected children in 
the current year, even an increase of one pupil, if burden and effort could be 
shown, and 50 percent would be paid in the second year if there were need for 
such a payment. 

Comments: The elimination of the 5-percent requirement in the existing law 
would remove the basis on which section 4 (a) payments are justified—that is, 
a federally caused sudden and substantial impact upon a school district. With 
the 5-percent requirement eliminated, there remains no factor to indicate or meas- 
ure either the suddenness or substantiality of the supposed Federal impact. 
Section 4 (a) payments cannot be justified on the basis of the Federal Govern- 
ment’s tax immunity since the children counted for payments need be in no 
way connected with tax-exempt Federal property; to the extent that children 
whose parent live or work on Federal property are counted under section 4 (a), 
the ultimate effect is a double Federal payment on the same children for the 
same year of school attendance, since these children can be counted in the next 
year for purposes of section 3 payments. 

It is true that the proposed amendment to section 4 (a) would retain the 
existing requirement that Federal activities be determined to have placed on the 
local educational agency “a substantial and continuing financial burden.” In the 
light of the legislative history attending the elimination of the 5-percent require- 
ment, it is difficult to see how this clause can be made operative since the size 
of the increase in school attendance resulting from Federal activity—which is 
the only real indication of the burden—could not, apparently, be taken into 
account. 

Perhaps the only valid justification for section 4 (a) payments, if made without 
some substantial percentage increase requirement, is that the school districts are 
in need of outside assistance. So justified the section resembles more a general 
Federal air provision than a provision to compensate for federally caused bur- 
dens, and raises all the basic policy issues connected with proposals for general 
Federal aid for school operation and maintenance. 
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Mr. Perxins. I see that Congressman Nicholson of Massachusetts 
is here. He may have a statement that he would like to make for the 
record. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD W. NICHOLSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. NicHorson. I appreciate your giving me an opportunity to say 
4 word. Ihave a letter from the superintendent of schools in Bourne, 
Mass., where Camp Otis is situated. They are building, or are about 
to build, 500 new houses there for the officers and noncommissioned 
officers, and he thinks that the Government ought to build an elemen- 
tary school in that camp so that the children will not have to come to 
Bourne and Falmouth and add to the load. 

Mr. Perxrns. And he has outlined his reasons for that in the letter ? 

Mr. Nicuotson. Yes, he has. 

I also have a letter from the superintendent of schools in Hingham, 
Mass., with regard to Public Laws 815 and 874. I assume that is what 
you aretaking up. If you will put those into the record for me I will 
appreciate it very much. 

Mr. Perkins. Without objection they will be inserted in the record 
at this point 

(The letters referred to are as follows :) 


BourNE Pusiic ScHOOLS, 
Bourne, Mass., April 10, 1956. 
Hon. DonaLp NICHOLSON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Don: As you are probably aware Otis Air Force Base has contracted 
for 505 housing units on the base. 

It has already been agreed by the Bourne school committee and the Otis com- 
mander, Col. Fred G. Hook, Jr., that the elementary school, which must be built 
to take care of these additional children, should be erected on the base to best 
serve all interests. 

As approval of application for building funds depends upon the continuance 
of Public Law 815 in a probable revised form, I am alarmed lest this continuance 
of this act be delayed so long, that hundreds of children might arrive without 
proper school housing. 

I am therefore enclosing the gist of suggestions which superintendents pretty 
generally agree should be considered in the hearings about school housing made 
necessary by Federal activity as set up in Public Law 815. There are also other 
suggestions covering Public Law 874. 

Please thank Ethel for her very thoughtful letter. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES F.. PEEBLES, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


Aprit 10, 1956. 
Hon, DonaLp NICHOLSON, 


House of Representatives, Washington D. C. 


Dear Don: It has come to my attention that the House Education and Labor 
Committee has appointed a subcommittee to hold hearings on Public Law 815 
and Public Law 874 under the chairmanship of Congressman Carl D. Perkins. 
It is my understanding that the testimony began on March 27, continued through 
March 29, and was resumed on Monday, April 9. I would appreciate it if you 
would register our interest in both of these laws to Mr. Perkins’ committee in 
order that he may be fully acquainted with the school superintendent’s view- 
point with regard to the need for amending legislation as it now exists. 

Under Public Law 815, the following changes have been included in Senate 
bill 3234. These were introduced by bipartisan representation of the Senate. 
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1. Provision should. be made to allow the Commissioner of Education to -con- 
sider the pupil load, both federally and nonfederally connected, for the year in 
which the application is filed and to estimate the increase in the pupil load to 
June 30 of the succeeding fiscal year in determining the Federal responsibility. 
This was found necessary in order to avoid objectionable delays in the construc- 
tion of school facilities. 

2. Provisions should be made so that the non-Federal growth requirement 
would be changed from 5 percent per year to 3 percent per year or 6 percent 
over a 2-year period instead of 10 percent. The reason for this change was for 
the purpose of assuring the applicants under Public Law 815 that they will 
assume a normal increase on the non-Federal pupil load the same as other 
school districts who are not applicants under this act. 

3. Provisions should be made to eliminate the requirement of “Presidentia] 
determination” under section 305 (a) (3), and the responsibility given to the 
Commissioner of Education. -In determining whether there has been-a Federal 
impact under this section only the school district should be considered rather 
than the general area. The reason for this is that the present “Presidential 
determination” requirement delays the construction of school facilities approxi- 
mately 1 year and does not safeguard the Government’s interest any more than 
if such determination was made by the Commissioner of Education who has more 
facts available than the other agencies upon which the President must rely. 
A school district is affected only by its own impact which may or may not 
be related to the general area impact. Some districts in the general area may 
experience an impact while others do not. Yet, if both are controlled by the 
impact on the area, serious inequities will result. 

4. (It is felt that the following should be included in the revisions.) Pro- 
visions should be made for the school facilities constructed for children of 
parents residing in Federal public housing to remain available for these children 
when such housing is disposed of by the Federal Government either to private 
owners.or a municipal housing authority. The reason for this is that, under the 
present legislation, these children become the sole responsibility of the local 
school district and the facilities constructed for them are recovered by the Federal 
Government to meet its responsibility for further increases in federally connected 
pupils. Thus, the Federal Government is placed in the position of virtually 
giving the housing away and at the same time taking the school facilities away 
from the children for whom they were built and using them to meet its responsi- 
bility for further Federal pupils which it causes to migrate to the school district. 

5. Provision should be made for applicants to retroactively request Federal 
assistance under section 209 (c) of Public Law 815 and section. 308 of the 
amended legislation for federally connected children which were established 
during the 6-year period this act has been in operation. The reason for this is 
that these sections were not called to the attention of the applicants and no 
provision was made in the application form to apply for the assistance authorized 
thereunder. It is obvious that those applicants which have experienced the 
greatest impact and an impact continuing over a greater number of years will 
be less fiscally able to finance the non-Federal share of the facilities needed 
to house the federally connected impact: To limit the Federal responsibility an 
applicant should be required to show that funds received under other sections of 
this act together with the maximum local funds available and not needed to house 
the nonfederally connected children have been insufficient to provide housing for 
the previously established federally connected children. 

Under Public Law 874, the following changes have been included in Senate bill 
3233 and are of extreme importance: 

1. Provision should be made to eliminate the 3-percent absorption for the school 
year 1956-57 and for any further extension of the legislation.. The reason for 
this is that federally impacted school districts have many extra fiscal problems 
other than those recognized in Public Law 874. Usually these districts have 
also experienced a non-Federal impact far in excess of normal, which creates 
further fiscal difficulty. Thus, they are in no fiscal condition to absorb any part 
of the Federal responsibility which is recognized by this act. 

2. Provision should be made for the Federal responsibility for children of 
military personnel who migrate to a school district to continue as long as the 
ehildren remain in school following the transfer of the parent from the school 
district upon military orders. The reason for this is that usually the families 
of military personnel cannot immediately be accommodated with housing facili- 
ties at a new assignment. Thus, it is highly inequitable for the Federal Govern- 
ment to discharge its responsibility merely by transferring its military personnel. 
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3. Provision should be made so that deduction for taxpayments in connection 
with real property will be made only when Federal responsibility for children is 
claimed in connection with such Federal property. The reason for this is that 
Federal payments were made because of many Federal properties prior to the 
enactment of Public Law 874. They were authorized on a completely different 
basis of Federal responsibility, and such payments have no connection with those 
under this act unless claim is made which is based on the Federal responsibility 
aceepted by this act. 

4. Provision should be made for section 4 (a) children whose parents either 
work on or live on Federal property to be eligible for payment as now provided 
regardless of the percentage such children are of either the total or the non- 
Federal pupil load. The reason for this is that the pupil impact normally pre- 
sents a greater fiscal problem the first year than any succeeding year. Yet, under 
the present act, the Federal Government accepts a responsibility for hundreds of 
children during their second year’s attendance regardless of need, but does not 
accept a responsibility during their first year of attendance even when based 
on need. 

5. Also, provision should be made for a continued Federal responsibility on a 
diminishing basis for children residing in Federal public housing when such 
housing is disposed of either to private owners or a municipal housing authority. 
The reason for this is that the fiscal impact resulting from the immediate loss 
of revenue in such cases under the present terms of this act cannot be absorbed 
without. serious effect on the educational program in many instances. This im- 
pact can be absorbed by the applicant during a 4-year period similar to that 
provided under section 4 (b) of the original Public Law 874. 

It has come to my attention that the Bureau of the Budget has made a recom- 
mendation for a deficiency appropriation for the current fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1956, both for Public Law 815 and Public Law 874. These appropria- 
tions are necessary to guarantee full payment under our entitlement as cuts 
will effect our school operation materially. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES F’. PEEBLES, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


HINGHAM PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Hingham, Mass., April 9, 1956. 
Hon. DonALp W. NICHOLSON, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear. Sx: It has come to my attention that the House Education and Labor 
Committee has appointed a subcommittee to hold hearings on Public Law 815 
and Public Law 874 under the chairmanship of Congressman Carl D. Perkins. 
It is my understanding that the testimony will begin on March 27 and continue 
through March 29 and will resume operation on Monday, April 9. I would ap- 
preciate it if you would register our interest in both of these laws to Mr. Perkins’ 
committee in order that he may be fully acquainted with the school superin- 
tendent’s viewpoint with regard to the need for amending legislation as it now 
exists. 

Under Public Law 815, the following changes have been included in Senate 
bill 3234. These were introduced by bipartisan representation of the Senate. 

1. Provision should be made to allow the Commissioner of Education to con- 
sider the pupil load, both federally and nonfederally connected, for. the vear in 
which the application is filed and to estimate the increase in the pupil load to 
June 30 of the succeeding fiscal year in determining the Federal responsibility. 
This was found necessary in order to avoid objectional delays in the construc- 
tion of school facilities. 

2. Provisions should "be made so that the non-Federal growth requirement 
would be changed from 5 percent per year to 3 percent per year or 6 percent over 
a 2-year period instead of 10 percent. The reason for this change was for the 
purpose of assuring the applicants under Public Law 815 that they will assume a 
normal increase on the non-Federal pupil load the same as other school districts 
who are not applicants under this act. 

3. Provisions should be made to eliminate the requirement of Presidential 
determination under section 305 (a) (3), and the responsibility given to the Com- 
missioner of Education. In determining whether there has been a Federal impact 
under this section only the school district should be considered rather than the 
general area. The reason for this is that the present Presidential determination 
requirement delays the construction of school facilities approximately 1 year 
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and does not safeguard the Government’s interest any more. than if such deter- 
mination was made by the Commissioner of Education who has more facts avyail- 
able than the other agencies upon which the President must rely. A school 
district is affected only by its own impact which may or may not be related to the 
general area impact. Some districts in the general area may experience an 
impact while others do not. Yet, if both are controlled by the impact on the 
area, serious inequities will result. 

Mr. Perxtys. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts have any- 
thing else to say? 

Mr. Nicuotson. No; I have nothing more to say. 

Mr. Perxrns. Dr. Brownell, we are proud to have you back with us 
again. You have had a representative here all the time to observe 
what has transpired since you were here a couple of weeks ago. You 
may proceed in any manner you desire to at the present time. 

Mr. Wier. You favored action to extend these two acts another year. 
Insofar as the members are concerned with respect to the present 
public law, you expressed a hope the committee would offer no amend- 
ment; that we should let it ride for another year; is that correct? 


STATEMENTS OF DR. S. M. BROWNELL, COMMISSIONER OF EDUCA- 
TION ; RALL GRIGSBY, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION; 
AND REGINALD G. CONLEY, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, DE- 
PARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


Dr. Brownett. Our position was that we recommended the extension 
of 815 for a 2-year period and we said we thought preferably we should 
wait. on 874 in order to get the proposals growing out of those group 


of consultants that I am having work with me on a study of the law, 
hopeful we could come up with a program at the beginning of the next 
session dealing with 874. 

We also indicated that if 874 were to be amended we thought it 
would be preferable to have a 1-year extension rather than a 2-year 
extension, which would then make the 2 laws expire concurrently. 

Mr. Wier. That is about it. 

Mr. Chairman, on that basis then I will repeat my position: We 
have heard from the many witnesses that have been here. All of them 
have lauded your services and the administration of these acts, Dr. 
Brownell. Many of them are quite unhappy because conditions have 
brought about very unfavorable results. In the main, all of us are 
aware of the amendments they ask us to support. I think that most 
of those amendments are in the so-called Perkins bill. I want to know 
what your reaction is, Dr. Brownell, to these amendments, like the 
20 percent or the 3 percent and the floor and the question of a service- 
man who has brought his family to an impacted area and gets a re- 
assignment and leaves that area. 

ose are the points that have been expounded here. 

Dr. Browneww. I would be very glad to comment on those. 

When I was here before I understood what you wanted me to do was 
to come back so that you could ask questions. I have not prepared any 
long testimony. I am supposed to comment on these amendments as 
indicated in the bill H. R. 10227, which I think covers pretty much 
the testimony. 

I would like to say we realize when problems arise in a federally 
affected. area there are three possible ways in which those problems 
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may, be resolved, and I am speaking of the problems in connection 
with schools. 

One is that the local district itself, by modification of its procedures 
in one way or another—budgetary or otherwise—is able to work out 
its own solution. 

Second, that the problems may be adjusted by the State, again 
through its program of State financing, possibly in some cases by re- 
districting or in other ways. 

The third would be the Federal Government. 

When these problems are brought to our attention, as they are to 
the attention of this committee, ge it is our responsibility to 
analyze the problems which are very real in the district and affect the 
children, and the proposals that are made from them and see if the 
problem is to result in Federal activities and whether the solution of the 
problem is most appropriately a local, State, or Federal responsibility. 

What we try to do is to look at these questions in terms of trying to 
see that justice is done to the children and at the same time we must 
always recognize and consider: What are the appropriate responsi- 
bilities for each level of government. 

I make that comment because sometimes when we make our analysis 
and discuss these problems with you and we say we think this is not the 
appropriate thing to do, I have the feeling that it may give the appear- 
ance when we say we do not think this is the way that it should be 
done that it may appear we are not sympathetic with the problem. 
I want to state at the outset that I recognize the problems you have 
and the problem we have in trying to see what is the appropriate 
thing to do within the framework of what these laws are supposed 
to do. 

Mr. Wier. May I ask, do the six liberalizing amendments that we 
offered last year cause you any grief or hardship in administration ? 

Dr. Browne. I do not recall from the standpoint of the adminis- 
tration of the amendments that there was any special hardship. Even 
if there were, I would like to be on record as saying this: I think the 
question of the difficulty of administration is not necessarily too im- 
portant a consideration in providing service that is appropriate. I 
think that one of the reasons we are operating is to see that the neces- 
sary services are provided, and if it means trouble, why, then it is up 
to us to go to whatever trouble is necessary in order to provide the 
service. 

But I think in connection with those particular amendments there 
was no special administrative trouble. Am I correct, Mr. Grigsby? 

Mr. Griessy. That is correct, and we have so testified. 

Mr. Wier. I am glad to hear that. We were quite dubious at times 
if they would dovetail into the program. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Patera g I would like for you to discuss the 
new provisions in Public Law 815 and take them up categorically, 
1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, and tell whether you object to those amendments, or 
whether you do not object, and if so, why you object. That is the 
meat of the whole thing. 

Dr. Brownz.u. Let me give you a brief statement, and you can 
follow up with questions. 

The first one, section 104 of the bill, which would broaden sub- 
section 305 (a) (1) and (2)—and that is to include children of 
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parents on active duty in the uniformed services in determining the 
eligibility of school districts for construction aid to the district— 
now, this amendment represents a step in the direction of making 
Federal payments available for education of the children of all mem- 
bers of the uniformed services without regard to whether they or 
their families live on tax-exempt federally owned property. That 
represents a considerale departure from the basic jusification for 
Federal payments, which was that they were because of tax exemption 
on federally owned property. That is the main point to consider, 
We feel we would recommend against that amendment. We feel it is 
a departure from the basic purpose of the bill. 

Mr. Perks. How much additional cost do you calculate that would 
bring about annually? 

Dr. Browne.u. We have been unable to give any guess on what that 
might mean in the way of cost wader Public Law 815 in the way of 
school buildings, classrooms, that would be required. 

Mr. Perkins. Do you object tu any other amendments than that 
one to 815? 

Dr. Brownetn. Yes. 

Mr. Wrer. I raised the question the other day, Dr. Brownell, and I 
have clearly in mind the original concept of the causes for these two 
bills. 

Dr. Browneu. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. In the case of a child in an impacted area, the child of an 
industrial worker, who is put out of work, then that worker is posi- 
tively through with the Government and ceases to have any relation- 
ship with the impact. And now in the case of a veteran that Uncle 
Sam calls into the service and encourages to bring his family with him 
because Uncle Sam has found that he gets better soldiers—the home 
life makes a more satisfied soldier—-and through no fault of his own 
this veteran is transferred either to some other point in the United 
States or overseas to serve on overseas duty, to me that veteran is 
still in Uncle Sam’s service and his relationship is just as important 
to Uncle Sam as though he remained at the post and maintained his 
residence with his family. His family may have reasons for staying 
there because in most cases this veteran is returned to that base for 
separation or for reassignment after overseas service. So the family 
stays there. There might be economic reasons why the family would 
stay there while he is in the service. To my way of thinking that vet- 
eran’s family should be protected and his children protected against 
the proposition that they are no longer considered a Federal problem. 
In my opinion, they are still a Federal problem. 

Dr. Browneuu. I think the point is not dissimilar to the point that 
I was trying to make. If you move to the idea that when a man is in 
the uniform the Federal Government should provide a portion of the 
cost of the education of his children, then you have moved away from 
the original concept of this law, which was that the reason the Federal 
Government provided a part of the education of the persons who are 
employed, either military personnel or otherwise, was that they were 
on Federal property and that there was a tax exemption and this was 
more or less in lieu of tax payments. This moves away from that idea. 
These people when they are living there and the husband is no longer 
at that particular site or community, unless they are living on Federal 
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property—and that is taken care of elsewhere—but if they are not liv- 
ing on Federal property, they are living in either a house they own or 
rent, Which pays taxes, the question, of course, immediately arises—if 
the children of family A happens to stay in that location after the 
father moves should a Federal payment to the district where 
they go to school, then why is it not appropriate to say that wherever 
that family goes, if they go home to live with mother, or any other 
part of the United States, should not there be a Federal payment then 
purely on the basis of the fact that the father is in uniform? That 
is the part of the thing that you get into, 

Mr. Wier. Let us say that the mother has 2 children of school age 
and goes back to live with her in-law, it is very obvious that 9 out of 
0 times they would go to a district where there could not be any 
impact. Two or three children could not make an impact. It would 
take a lot of families of veterans that have been transferred to make 
an impact, an impact enough to get qualifications on entitlement. It 
would not. affect any school district unless they moved into. another 
impacted district. 

Dr. Browne.l. The bill, as I understand it, proposes to move the 
criteria for impact that have been suggested and really moves to the 
idea that if the child is a child of a person in uniform that means then 
the Federal Government should pay a part of the cost of the education 
of that child. If the Congress moves in that direction, my point is that 
we want to indicate it is not on the basis of an “in lieu of tax,” or an 
impact; it is on the basis of the fact that it is the child of a person in 
uniform and the Federal Government contributes to the cost of educa- 
tion to anyone in uniform. If you do that, it is very hard to place your 
limits there as to why you should simply have it for those who are 
simply Federal employees in uniform. That is the thing that I am 
trying to analyze here. 

Mr. Ruopes. The child is not counted as an impacted child unless 
the percentages are right and all the other criteria met; is that not 
correct ¢ 

Dr. Browneu. I think under this act it is left pretty wide open. 
Let me ask Mr. Conley to comment on that because he has been work- 
ing on this pretty closely. 

Mr. Coney. As I understand the Perkins bill, it would count as 
federally connected children any child whose parents are in the Armed 
Forces. ‘That would include children who stayed at home, either their 
mother’s home or their father’s home, while their parent went from 
post to post. I think that the answer to your question is, Once you 
count them you have crossed the bridge of a recognizing toward them 
from Federal responsibility. 

Mr. Ruopes. Only if it is an impacted area. 

Mr. Contry. The eligibility conditions which are now in the law 
are that there be an increase of 5 percent, which would still apply. 
But the broader you make this group of federally connected chil ren 
the less difficulty in meeting those conditions. 

Mr. Ruopes. Tell me what the difference is between a child in the 
category we have been discussing and a child in the category under 
674 where the parent does not live on Federal property but works on 
Federal property. Is it not rather similar to that? In other words, 
while the parent is stationed at, say, Fort Bragg and living on the 
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ost, his child is in an impacted area and the Federal Government 
1elps to support his schooling. The only difference that takes place 
is that the parent leaves that place of Federal employment to go to 
another place of Federal employment and therefore, it seems to me, 
the only thing we may be doing violence to is the 20-mile limit. 

Dr. Browne. I think that I can get your point on that. The 

uestion that I would raise is this: Is it appropriate that the Federal 
Gordibenk assume partial cost of the education of any child who is 
in uniform regardless of where his parent may be stationed ? 

Mr. Ruopes. If the child lives in an impacted area. I might say 
that I would attempt at least to word such an amendment as this in 
such a way that if the child lives in the town, or the school district, 
or the area from which the soldier went to service, it would not apply. 
That is the way we hoped to write it, to strike out the child of the 
soldier who sent his family back to his own home, or his wife’s home. 

Dr. Brownetu. Of course, that is the sort of thing that can be 
worked out. I raise the matter of equity as to why the school district 
that happens to have a lot of parents where the daughters-in-law come 
home with their children should not receive the same kind of treat- 
ment that the community does where those families happen to live 
otherwise and pay rent on their homes someplace else. 

Mr. Ruooes. You are yourself adopting the philosophy you say we 
have, which I personally do not have, that all these children are 
federally impacted. I do not think they are. I think where a com- 
munity has a very definite number of such children and where it is 
a burden upon the community, maybe there is some responsibility to 
help the community. To me it is not a matter of helping the bbidier, 
or helping the child get an education, because he probably is going 
to get educated anyway. It is a problem of helping the community 
which has a bad situation because of being located near a base. 

Mr. Wrer. Mr. Perkins tells me that you are right. I would cer- 
tainly not support the law if it includes the 2 million veterans we have 
in the service today. I would claim no impact for a soldier who went 
into the service in Minneapolis and his family remained in Minneap- 
olis. I would claim no impact, or defend him in that area. That is 
his home area. But when Uncle Sam encourages the veteran to bring 
his family with him and builds houses for them, and creates housing 
for him, then I can assume naturally Uncle Sam is bringing a prob- 
lem down there, whether the veteran is in that camp or transferred 
overseas or some place else. The problem is with the school board. 

Mr. Perxrns. It is my information that the amendment was never 
intended to cover those children that remained at home outside the 
impacted area, but only those children that were moved around. the 
military installation with their parents in an impacted area. That 
is the intent, and that was our understanding of this particular amend- 
ment. If we understand the amendment wrong, we certainly want to 
get language to correct it. Is that your understanding, Mr. Rhodes! 

Mr. Ruopes. Exactly. , 

Mr. Fretrincuvuysen. As I understand it, Dr. Brownell’s theory is 
that an amendment such as this will create a kind of responsibility for 
any child of any man in service and that you can hardly stop logically 
continuing to extend that principle so as to include all children of 
all servicemen and to that extent you would go way beyond the 
original intent of helping an impacted area. 
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The basic question is to see whether we can possibly confine it to 
the impact which those children might have on the impacted area 
without extending it to include all children of all servicemen. 

Dr. Brownety. I think that is basically correct. 

I point this out: If you recognize an impact as far as service chil- 
dren are concerned, what has been done is to do it on the assumption 
there is 1 of 2 things happening; one is there has been a reduction in 
the tax income because of the fact the property has been taken off the 
Federal payroll and the other is that there has been a substantial in- 
crease in the number that has been brought in to that Federal activity. 

Now, when you extend it as proposed here to the individual that you 
are talking about, the parent, the serviceman that has been moved to 
another location and that other location is receiving credit by the 
fact that property has been taken off the tax roll and it is helping out 
that district, the family may not have seen fit to move along with the 
serviceman, or else the man, if he has moved overseas is taken care of 
by the Federal Government as far as schools are concerned in the serv- 
ice schools that are set up overseas, it seems to me that what you are 
doing here is simply saying that we are going to recognize that the 
basis for the Federal Government contributing is not on the bases 
that have heretofore been considered but simply because the indi- 
vidual was a person in uniform and his family live in community X, 
whi happens to have an increase in enrollment of a considerable 
number. 

We have a lot of districts in the country that have increased con 
siderably because people have moved into houses there. That is just 
a matter of rapid growth. And in the case of all the servicemen’s 
families who stay there, the Federal Government is supporting those 
families. These people are paying a part of their income that comes 
from the Federal Government in the taxes they pay, either on the 
house, if they have bought it, or through the rent that is paid for the 
building, and therefore it'seems to me that the logic of the situation 
is strained pretty much when we say there has been a reduction of 
income due to that family which has not been compensated for by the 
Federal Government, particularly in connection with 815, because we 
are talking about the building of the school, and I would like to point 
out to you here when you are talking about the building of a school, 
if you contribute toward the building of a school, that school building 
is going to stay there for maybe 50 to 75 years. Those children may 
be there for only a year or 2 years. If you extend that as far as the 
Federal Government is concerned, you have already contributed to 
the cost of that building for the at in the first place while they are 
there, and if you count them still more in recognizing the impact, the 
capital cost that you are putting in for buildings that will last for a 
long time after those children have gone, raises the question of real 
rationale, I think, s : 

Mr. Perkins. Forgetting about the language in the bill, do you 
have any objection to counting those children that are moved into an 
impacted area regardless of whether they live on or off the base? I 
am speaking of an impacted area that meets the definition under the 
law of a real impact. ; 

Dr. Browne.t, Of a substantial increase in the population. 

I would question that you can justify that recognition just for 
servicemen, I would say if you were going to do it for servicemen 
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it is very hard for me to understand why that should not hold true for 
any person who is in Federal employ, because those people who are in 
Federal employ, getting their salaries from the Federal Government 
the same as the soldiers do, pay rent in the district or buy their houses 
the same as the soldiers do. What is the basis on which we can make a 
distinction just because they happen to be in uniform, that the Fed- 
eral Government should thereby contribute to the buildings for those 
children? It is hard for me to see where you draw the line. 

Mr. Ruoprs. Dr. Brownell, have you seen H. R. 10118, introduced 
by Mr. Thompson of New Jersey, a member of the committee? It 
seems to put forth in fairly good language the proposition we have 
just advanced, that if a child’s parent is stationed at an Armed Forces 
installation and the parent moved beyond reasonable commuting 
distance that the child will still be maintained as a Federal impact. 
I think if it were made a little more definite you could also include 
the proposition that this would occur only in the event that the child 
does not reside in the area.frem, which-the parent went into the 
Armed Forces. 

I am just asking as to language now and not particularly as to 
substance, and wondering if you had a chance to look at the bill. 

Dr. Browneuu. Yes, I have looked at the bill. We have made no 
specific report on that. That is section 2, where it is given. It says: 

Where a child resides within reasonable commuting distance of an Armed 
Forces installation, and became a resident of such commuting area while one 
of his parents was on active duty in the Armed Forces and stationed at such 
installation, then while such parent is assigned to active duty with the Armed 
Forces outside a reasonable commuting distance from the school district in 
which the child resides, such child shall be considered, for the purposes of this 
subsection, to be residing with a parent employed at such installation. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is-correct. 

Dr. Brownext. I think it is a definition which can be used. -I still 
cannot see where that leads us. 

Mr. Ruopes. Of course the only othar Government employees who 
might fall in this category are Govueninah employees who are sent 
elsewhere on Government orders. Certainly you would say that 
somebody who is in the Foreign Service should not necessarily be con- 
sidered, because when he goes in the Foreign Service he expects to 
be sent overseas or somewhere else. I do not know whether there are 
very many other Government employees who are sent a long way 
from the original place of employment on permanent duty or not, who 
would not take their families. 

Dr. Brownetu. I cannot tell you how many there are. Of course, 
when a person enters the armed services, as many of them do, volun- 
tarily, and makes that a career, he puts himself in exactly the same 
category, I suppose, as the people who enter the Foreign Service. 

Mr. Ruopes. I can see the similarity if the person volunteers for 
the Armed Services. I cannot see it if he is drafted. 

Dr, Brownetu. The point is again I will simply mention that if 
the committee and the Congress decide that what they want to do is 
to change the basis of considering what is a Federal responsibility 
and indicate that they consider that a Federal responsibility exists 
whenever a child of a serviceman is under these conditions, that. of 
course is their prerogative. AI] I am trying to do is to point out to 
you that that is a move away from the original concept of this law, 
and that undoubtedly subsequently you will be faced with the ques- 
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tions as to why you stop at that particular thing when you accept 
that rationale. 

Mr. Ruopes. I recognize it is a deviation. All I am trying to do 
is to limit the scope of the deviation and to define it. 

Mr. Wier. Do you not realize a line of demarcation or a line of 
differential—and I think it could be defended on the floor of the 
House or any place—as to this boy who is drawn into the service, as 
against a career employee who voluntarily accepts employment with 
the conditions that he knows exist ? 

Dr. Browne. Of course there is no intent in this bill, as I under- 
stand it, to make that distinction between those who enter the services 
voluntarily and those who are taken into the services involuntarily. 

Mr. Wier. No. But I think the veteran is entitled to that little 
adva —_ or that consideration. I think that is a consideration we are 
giving the veterans eeneeney today, to encourage them. 

Dr. Browne. May I state this in reference to that: This is not 
something you are doing for the veteran or for the serviceman. 

Mr. Wier. It is for the school district. 

Dr. Browneti. What you are doing is for the school district. 

Mr. Wier. Yes. 

Dr. Brownetu. It goes back again, I think, to my original question 
as to whether the problem that is created here is really a problem that 
is created by the Federal Government necessarily and which should 
be solved by the Federal Government, or whether it is a problem 
which should be solved by the local district or the State. 

What you have here are certain areas in which there is a growth of 


population, which means an increase all gc he in that community 


and in business, because there is a Federal activity being carried on. 
At the same time, there has been a certain amount in some of these 
districts of the property that has been taken off the tax rolls. 

Now, in the laws that have been set up at the present time the intent 
was to say, “O. K.; here are certain school districts that have less 
ability to support their schools because some of their property has 
been taken off the tax rolls.” And now we move over to say: “There 
are certain districts that should be given Federal payments because 
children of servicemen live there.” Maybe that is the position; which 
[ would question, without seeing where we come out. 

Mr. Wrer. Is it not true that Uncle Sam has afforded this housing 
for these veterans to bring their families to? 

Dr. Brownetu. In some cases. They may have built their own 
houses. Many of them are living in homes that have been built by 
private enterprise, and they live there just the same as they would 
live some other place, because that is the most convenient place to live. 

Mr. Wier. When there is not any such private housing Uncle Sam 
affords enough construction to house the personnel. 

Dr. Brownetu. Yes. In those cases, those places, those people are 
considered as living on Federal property, and there has been paid an 
in-lieu-of-tax payment. That is counted as part of the cost. 

So you have already paid under those conditions. 

Mr. Wier. These school communities have not asked for this prob- 
lem; rather, they have refrained from wanting the problem. 

Dr. Brownetu. Of course the answer is “Yes” and “No,” I think, 
on that. Most of these districts would be most unhappy if the Federal 
Government should move its installation away from that district, be- 
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cause it means to them a business which is appropriate. It means that 
these houses have come in there, and if the Federal Government had 
not built the housing the local community in its private enterprise 
would have done it. Where the housing has been built and turned 
over to the local community they have an opportunity to do one of 
two things. If they do not like that type of housing they can dispose 
of it. erwise they begin to collect taxes. 

In this discussion I want to say that I am not trying to defend or 
object to a position that the committee might take. I am simply try- 
ing to analyze with you and argue with you about just what is in- 
volved in our consideration of these bills; so, if my voice rises and | 
appear to be taking one side or the other, I am just trying to help 
clarify this. 

Mr. Wier. We have to have your help here, 

Dr. Brownexu. Surely. 

Mr. Wrer. Because you are closest to this problem. 

Mr. Fretinguuysen. Is it not our basic question, Dr. Brownell, one 
of trying to define whether under any circumstances the children of 
servicemen constitute an impact for which there should be a Federal 
responsibility ? 

I should think that the language of the Thompson bill would surely 
not be an adequate definition of what might be considered an impact 
resulting from a serviceman’s child. As I understand it, this would 
just, say that a child who ater go resides near one installation where 
fis parent has been employed as a serviceman will be considered an 
impact. child if that parent moyes away from that commuting district. 
It certainly would not include those children whose parents move into 
a district regardless of what they had done before, and perhaps pro- 
duce an impact on the school district where they move. 

Dr. Browne. The impact of course is now defined in the bills as 
they exist, and our position is that it is adequately defined, 

Our question then is whether or not it is necessary to make the modi- 
fication that is proposed here in order to deal with this problem of 
impact. The problem of impact as now stated in the bills in operation, 
which we have asked or suggested be extended, is that there must be an 
increase in the enrollment on the part of children in that school dis- 
trict from the families that. are federally connected. 

“Federally connected” means that the parent is apphared on Federal 
property or lives on Federal property. Those are the categories that 
are used, when you count children, to determine whether there has 
been an impact. We think that is sufficient. ) 

The purpose of this amendment is to say, “All right. If they have 
come in and are counted on that basis and then the parent leaves to 
another assignment, you are still going to count them.” 

If the parent moves during the year, they have already been counted 
for the year and are continued to be counted for that year, but in the 
next year they are no longer counted. 

Mr. Wier. Yes. That is right. 

Dr. Browne... The districts say, “We would like to have them 
counted.” I want to point out again what we are talking about is 
the building of the school, and if the children are counted as they are at 
the present time, as an impact on a district, you provide a school which 
will last that district for 50 to 75 years. Those children may be there 
for only 2 years or 4 years or 6 years or whatever the case may be, but 
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the district has the school building over that long life, because you can- 
not, the way we build schools, take away a Gating after 1 year or 2 
years or 3 years or whatever it may be. 

’ Our position has been that the Federal Government, has adequately 
discharged its responsibilitiy for school building under the law as now 
exists, 

Mr: Frevincuvuysen. Including the children who are an impact, who 
are children of servicemen ? 

Dr. Browne.u, That is right. 

Mr. Frenineuuysen. Under certain circumstances. You feel there 
is no need to provide a responsibility in the circumstances provided in 
this particular amendment? 

Dr. BrowneEtu. Not in this particular amendment; that is correct. 

Mr. Ruopes. Of course, Be Banal. the Thompson bill provides 
for not only Public Law 815 but also Public Law 874. 

Dr. Browne, That is right. You have a little different position 
in Public Law 874, which I was going to comment on when we got to 
Public Law 874. 

Some of these arguments are a little different in the relationship, be- 
cause you do not have the building problem that lasts over a period of 
time, but you have some of the same arguments. 

Mr. Wier. I still contend, Dr. Brownell, that that soldier who left 
Camp Bragg, as Congressman Rhodes referred to, is still on Govern- 
ment property someplace. 

Dr. Browxeti. And the district. where he is located on Federal 
property receives a contribution, You see the point I would make. 

I beg your pardon. The point is that the determination of the 
impact has been on the basis of the count of the children. 

Here is a camp with a school district adjacent to it. The man is in 
service and he brings his family with him. Those children are count- 
able to determine the Federal impact and to determine whether the 
community or the school district is eligible for assistance under Public 
Law 815. Now, at the present time if that man moves away from 
that location the district cannot count those children in terms of an 
impact the following year. 

Mr. Wier. That is what I allude to. 

Dr. Brownetx, That is right. They have been counted, however. 

Mr. Wier. A soldier going down to Camp Dodge, if the district is 
an impacted and qualified Totriet, is sure of 1 year’s education for 
his children in that impacted district. 

Dr. BrowNE.L. But we are talking about the building. They have 
already been counted toward the building. 

Mr. Wier. They educate that child for 2 years with only 1 year of 
credit as to impact. 

Dr. Brownetu. We are talking about the construction of a building 
under Public Law 815. They have been counted when they came in 
toward the amount of the Federal payment for that building, and 
that, building lasts a good deal longer than those children do, so that 
they have already been counted and taken account of in the building 
of the building. 

Now, if that man moves to another camp and the children will move 
with him to another school district where they have to be housed, those 
children will be counted in another district and the Federal payment 
will be made to the other district to help them build the school to 
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take care of those children. And if they move him to still another 
place and his family moves with him, those children will be considered. 
So that the Federal Government may have helped build 3 or 4 schools, 
because those children have been moved to 3 or 4 places. We consider 
that that is perfectly appropriate, because wherever they are they 
have to have a school burbling: but, once they have been counted for a 
school building, if they stay there, the rest of the time they have been 
counted so far as the cost of that district is concerned, as to providing 
a school building for those children. 

Mr. Wier. You are aware of the fact, I am sure, that the military 
forces now, with the exception of the Reserve boys, who only serve 6 
months of basic training, are involved. 

Dr. Browne.u. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. This problem does not come into that picture. The other 
services now require, after basic training, that they spend at least 1 
year overseas. The regular fellows spend 3 or 4 years overseas. 

Dr. Brownety. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. But the draftee spends 1 year of his 2 years overseas, so 
that this penalty reaches every school district that has military per- 
sonnel. 

Dr. Browneti. Let me see if I can make myself clear on that. 
Here is John Jones, who enters the service and is married and has 2 
children. He moves and brings his family near the camp where he 
is located. Those children are counted as part of the number of chil- 
dren counted for eligibility under Public Law 815. Public Law 815 
is the law which permits the Federal Government to contribute to the 
construction of a building for those children. 


Once that building is constructed and those children are there, if 
that man is sent overseas or if he is sent to any other rae the Gov- 


ernment has already contributed to the cost of that building for those 
children. Why should you count them more than once toward the 
cost of the construction of the building? 

Mr. Wier. I presume your inquiry is: Should Uncle Sam build a 
school building in a federally impacted district as a result of 1 year of 
the child being there? That is about all you want to give the school 
credit for. 

Dr. BrowNett. No. 

Mr. Wier. Even if that were your logic, I would still say that in 
these school districts the problem is becoming worse instead of better. 
I do not think there is any question about that, from the evidence we 
have heard here. 

Mr. Ruopes. Doctor, also when you put it on that basis you say you 
build a school that is going to last for 50 years. The longest that 
any child is likely to be in a school, if he is promoted regularly, is 8 
years. 

Dr. Brownetv. Surely. 

Mr. Ruones. So it is a matter of degree in any instance. Following 
that line of reasoning you should say that the Federal Government 
should build a school which would only last 8 years, or give the money 
equivalent to the fraction of 8 over 50; and this would be 1 over 50. 

Dr. Brownetn. I was not taking it from that point of view, Con- 
gressman Rhodes. I was taking it from the point of view that the 
Government, having contributed to the cost of the building when the 
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youngster moved into the school district, had thereby, it seemed to 
me, discharged its obligation whether the child stayed 1 year or 2 
years or 5 years or whether the parent stayed in that community or 
whether the parent moved away. I could not see the reasoning which 
would say that because the parent is moved overseas that you should 
count that child a second time to make a contribution toward the build- 
ing With reference to the impact, because as new children come into the 
community and as the community grows you count them to determine 
whether there is additional impact in determining the Public Law 
415 contribution of the Federal Government. 

I think I am right on that. Am I not correct, Mr. Grigsby ? 

Mr. Gricspy. Yes. I think part of the difficulty is the fact that 
Public Law 815 takes account of increases in the number of federally 
connected children over a 2-year increase period. If it is extended 
for an additional 2 years it would take account of the increase in the 
federally affected children during that 2-year period. 

This problem we are discussing I think takes this turn: You count 
the average daily membership in the schools of the applicant district 
as of 1955-56. That is the Bes on which you figure your increase. 
You estimate an increase on the basis of this next 2-year period in the 
number of federally connected children in membership, and that in- 
crease must be 5 percent in the case of this 305 (a) (2) child we are 
talking about in order for them to meet the eligibility requirement ; 
5 percent increase on the average daily membership over 1955-56. 

Now, if this new family came into the community and this serv- 
iceman moved into the community with his family between 1954 
and 1956 and the child was in membership, presumably that child 
was counted in the increase for that 2-year period. If they met the 
eligibility requirement of a 5 percent increase then a payment was 
made on account of that child, which was 50 percent of the State 


average cost of const Ng tay minimum school facilities in the preceding 


year. That payment has been made. The school construction proj- 
ect comes in, It is approved. It gets underway and the building is 
constructed. 

The building will be there, as the Commissioner says, for some years 
ahead. ‘The problem arises if that serviceman is moved overseas and 
the family remains, that this child is no longer federally connected as 
a 305 (a) (2) child under the present act, and disappears from the 
federally connected children in the base, so that you have the same 
situation in this next 2-year increase period that you have in the 
case of sale of Federal property ; waved 2 that the school district, in 
order to qualify on the new 2-year increase period, by a 5 percent in- 
crease in the number of these children, has to make up the number 
of these children that lose eligibility because of the movement of 
their fathers overseas, plus any new increase they may have by rea- 
con of “new move-ins” to the community of other service parents. 

Actually, in terms of the practice, as nearly as we have been 
able to figure, it might represent an additional cost up to $5 million 
a year in the 2-year aes g 

The only basis on which we can get any estimate on that score in 
terms of uniformed service personnel is to take the data we can get 
from the Air Force as to the number of families, of dependents, of 
Air Force personnel who are absent from the fathers, who may be 
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stationed elsewhere, either in this country or overseas, and try to 
compute on that basis what the application of this thing might do 
if applied throughout the United States. 

The point the Commissioner has been making is that having recog. 
nized this child for payment the recognition of the child for payment 
is in terms of a Federal connection based upon’ the theory that the 
Federal property on which the service parent was employed was tax 
immune; that ‘ordinarily the tax base of a school district is based on 
two factors—places' where people live and places where they work, 
In this case the place where the parent worked is tax exempt because 
it is federally owned, so the Federal Government under this law now 
says: 

“We will pay, if they are eligible in terms of an increase, 50 percent 
of the State average cost for constructing minimum school facilities 
for those children in the increase,” with a further limitation, and, of 
course, other limitations in the act concerning the number of unhoused 
children. 

Mr. Wier. In other words, the gist of the testimony offered here 
was that the best they would get out of Public Law 815 is 1 year of 
recognition for this child. Then the following year the child is 
dropped, in the event his father has been shipped overseas or assigned 
to some point in California or some place else. 

Mr. Griespy. That is true as respects Public Law 874. It is not 
quite the same under Public Law 815, the construction law. They 
ret recognition for them under Public Law 815 in terms of the increase 
in estimated membership in this 2-year period, represented by the 
advent of this family to the community. 

Mr. Prerxtns. I regret having to interrupt just for a moment, but 
Congressman Frelinghuysen must leave. Did I understand you to 
state a few moments ago that you had a primary on Tuesday ? 

Mr. Fretincuvysen. That is right, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Perxrns. It is very evident that we will need another session 
with the Department. Would it be agreeable, Dr. Brownell, for you 
to be here Wednesday morning at 10? 

Dr. Browne. That is April 18. So far as I know I can be here 
in the morning. I have a session in an interdepartmental affair with 
the Secretary of Commerce and so on in the afternoon. I could be 
here in the morning. 

Mr. Perxrns. en the committee recesses today it will recess until 
10 Wednesday morning. 

I am sorry I was derelict in my responsibility, and I will apologize 
to Mr. Frelinghuysen. I will see to it that none of the colloquy goes 
in the record. 

Mr. Fretincuvuysen. f hope not. 

Mr. Perxrns. Proceed, Mr. Wier. 

Mr. Wier. He answered my question, and when he answered the 
question he gave me a further problem in thinking. 

He just said that the 1-year payment is true for counting purposes 
in Public Law 874. 

Dr. Brownety. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. But so far as Public Law 815 is concerned the child is 
counted 1 year at least, for the year it is there or whatever share of 
the year it is there, for the purposes of construction ? 

Dr. Brownetu. Yes. 
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Mr. Wrer. And that is the end of it. You do not count the child 
again ¢ 

Dr. Brownett. No. You build a building for him. 

Mr. Wier. How about the training officers who are permanently 
assigned to the training bases, like Fort Benning or Camp Bragg, 
where they stay there year in and year out with children in the im- 
pact ed district. 

Dr. Brownett. You have provided the building for them. The 
classroom is there and the children can stay there. 

Mr. Wrer. Maybe the classrooms are not there. We have a lot 
of districts which need more classrooms. 

Dr. Browne. If you have more children come into the district 
they are counted, 

Mr. Wien. Is this officer’s child still counted under Public Law 815? 

Dr. Brownetx. You do not need to count him more than once. If 
you provide a classroom for him then the classroom stays a good deal 
longer than the child. 

Mr. Wier. I am talking about the additional classrooms. 

Dr. BrowNe.u. If other children come in they are counted toward 
the payment for additional classrooms. 

Mr. Gricssy. If additional classrooms are needed by reason of a new 
increase in this new 2-year period you count the increase in the num- 
ber of children in this Federal connection over the past year. 

Mr. Wier. I am beginning to think that in terms o Public Law 874 


the continuation of that child’s being counted is more important than 
in Public Law 815. 


Dr. Browneuu. I am glad that that poi is brought out, because, 


you see, in Public Law 815 you build a 

Mr. Wier. Yes. 

Dr. BrownexL. But in Public Law 874 there is an annual payment 
for the cost of education of the child. 

Mr. Wier. Year in and year out. 

Dr. Browne. There is quite a distinction there. 

Mr. Wier. Yes. 

Mr. Griessy. If I might speak to one other point raised by Mr. 
Rhodes, I think there are two bills introduced by Mr. Thompson, an 
earlier bill and a later bill. 

Mr. Wier. He made that fact known the other day. 

Mr. Grigssy. His earlier bill is tighter in the impact factor than 
the later bill. I would point out in connection with the uniformed 
services as defined in the Career Compensation Act that you include 
not only the military personnel but you include the Public Health 
Service commissioned officers and others, so it is broader than the 
Armed Forces. 

Mr. Perxins. Are there any other questions, Mr. Metcalf, on this 
amendment ? 

Mr. Mercair. Not on this specific one. 

Mr. Perxtns. Go to the next amendment, Dr. Brownell. 

Dr. Browneiu. I might indicate that in connection with section 
104 it provides for certain increases in the percentage of Federal 
participation in the cost of constructing minimum school facilities, 


and I will deal with that later, so IT have not commented on it in this 
connection. 


uilding and that is that. 
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The second thing I would comment on is section 104, which amends 
subsection (a) of section 305 by omitting the existing requirements of 
requiring a Presidential finding that the applicant school district js 
partly or wholly situated within a particular area. 

Now, Public Law 246 amended the original act. by providing that 
children in this category could not be counted for eligibility under 
the act unless the school district was wholly or partly situated within 
an area with respect to which the President had made a finding that a 
new defense plant or installation had been or is to be provided therein 
or that an existing defense plant or its operation substantially ex- 
panded or brought in an in-migration of defense workers or military 
personnel. 3 

Now, in the case of this type of payment the Federal responsibility 
does not rest on the immunity of federally-owned property from State 
or local taxation. If there is a Federal responsibility it is based on 
the grounds that through its contracting in the area the Federal 
Government has caused a sudden and substantial impact of children 
which the local community cannot immediately adjust itself to 
through the property tax system. Now, the local community will in a 
year or two be able to realize property taxes from the homes and 
places of employment of the children counted. It is questionable, 
we think, whether there exists a Federal responsibility to aid in the 
construction of a permanent school building which will be useful from 
30 to 40 years, during most of which time the community can realize 
tax revenues on the homes and places of employment of those involved. 

The present law limits the payments to instances where the Federal 
payment would be clearly in support of the national defense effort. 
The proposed amendment would remove this limitation and thus 


remove this basis for justifying the Federal payment. 
We think that this whole prepien deserves very careful exploration 


because of what would be the result of eliminating of that responsi- 
bility to determine the impact situation, because it was set up very 
clearly to recognize that where a defense situation was established 
which brought about this sudden impact that there the Federal Gov- 
ernment would come in. If you remove that idea of the defense 
activity then you have really made a very considerable change in the 
whole basis for the Federal responsibility. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wier. On this amendment I have no questions. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Metcalf? 

Mr. Mercatr. Dr. Brownell, I am not sure whether you are familiar 
with the situation in the spruce bark beetle program, revealed to me 
out in Montana during the Easter recess; but there was a nondefense 
impact as a result of governmental contracts. I wish that you would 
distinguish the logic between an impact as a result of a defense contract 
in some area for the benefit of the Government, and a contract that 
is not a defense contract for the benefit of the Federal Government. 

Dr. Browne.u. Well, I am not sure that I can. I am not sure that 
I can justify the logic that goes into this in the first place. I think 
there is a real question as to whether you can say when the Federal 
Government brings about a situation in which more people and more 
payrolls are brought in for an activity that does not remove property 
from the local tax rolls that there is a justifiable Federal responsibility. 
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It was so considered in saying that if it is a defense activity that that 
should be done. 

I will have to admit that the question of “When is a defense activity 
not a defense activity ?” has frequently been raised, with some difficulty 
of knowing. 

One of the illustrations that has been used is if the Defense Depart- 
ment contracts for overcoats for the Army you count that a defense 
activity; but if the man who makes the overcoats buys the buttons 
and thread and dye from other concerns, which causes employment for 
those, they are not considered defense contracts. You see, there is a 
whole area there which is a pretty difficult one to define. 

What this proposes to do, I think, is to make it even more difficult. 
Our position is we question whether that is a desirable direction for 
the Federal Government to move in. 

Mr. Wier. Mr. Lillywhite, is this not the problem we reached in 
the Missouri Valley, where the Government was carrying on some 
activities and schools were necessary on those projeets, and we had 
the Department of the Interior and so on and so forth injected into 
the problem? Maybe I am confused on that. 

Mr. Littyrwuire. I do not think this is the situation that gave rise 
to that, Congressman. 

Mr. MercatF. There was some discussion, for instance, as to the 
effect of the dam construction program. We felt that this would 
not apply to such a program, I remember bringing up a question 
of what would happen at Hungry Horse Dam, where you have a 
tremendous impact. as a result of the letting of contracts in a very 
remote and isolated area. After the construction period is over the 
impact is gone, yet at the same time you do not have any increase in 
the taxable value of the property because all the property is Govern- 
ment owned and tax free. 

I believe at that time we said that that was a situation which could 
be taken care of in the specific authorization legislation or the appro- 
priation legislation and did not try to make a general rule. 

I am talking about a situation I have been told about in Missoula 
County, and I am sure in this whole spruce bark beetle area we must 
have a similar situation, because it is a remote area of Idaho and 
eastern Washington and northwestern Montana, where there is not 
any inerease on “the tax rolls as a result of the loggers going out on 
a Special program to cut this spruce lumber; yet we have quite an 
increase of children in that area, 

I am not completely set on it. I hope that early next week Mr. 
Grigsby can meet with some of the people coming out and give us 
the whole picture. But it seems to me that there is a situation 
that is even more of a Federal impact and even more grave for the 
school district than when the Dongias Aircraft Co. builds a plant and 
builds a lot of homes around it. There you have an increase on 
the tax rolls and you have a i a increase in the community so that 
they can better balance the impact as compared to these other areas; 
yet that would be clearly a defense area. 

Dr. Brownetit. May I say this? 

Mr. Mercatr. Surely, 

Dr. Brownetu. In terms of the history of the act, the original Public 
Law 815 contained a category section, 202 (c), which is similar to this, 
and which counted the increase in children who come into a communit y 
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by reason of the fact that their parents were employed on not a Federal 
contract activity. 

When the act was amended by Public Law 246 in 1953, this further 
limitation was put in, requiring Presidential determination or finding 
with respect to a defense impact, for the reason that the Commissioner 
has indicated. 

The points at which this type of provision is chiefly operative are 
in surburban areas such as in the Detroit area, Mr. Wier, where you 
have defense contracts. 

Mr. Wier. Defense production. 

Dr. Browneu. Yes, sir; and because of the increased contracts to 
get the work under way, they have to employ additional labor and 
they move into the area—a commuting area of the plant—and that 
increase is reflected upon the schools and the necessity for additional 
construction. 

The place of employment and the place of residence are both tax- 
able, but they are in an emergency situation as regards the need for 
schoolroom space by reason of this Federal contract activity—defense 
contract activity. One of the primary justifications has been for this 
shadow area a Federal responsibility in the construction of a building 
and has been that in order that the defense effort might go forward 
there ought to be adequate school provision because workers will not 
come into an area if the school situation is bad. 

So, to provide assistance to that community in terms of the number 
of these children in the increase, this has been done. You acquire a 
greater increase, first of all, and it must be 10 percent in the 2-year 
period and then you pay 45 percent of the State average cost of con- 
structing minimum school facilities for the children in that increase, 
eo the district is without available resources to provide the 

acilities themselves. 

There is a financial needs test in this section. 

The way this thing works out is that you have to get a Presidential 
finding for differentiating a defense contract activity from other Fed- 
eral contract activity in that area. If there is a sufficient defense 
contract activity to cause inmigration of labor, the President can 
find that it is a critical defense area, and you can proceed to count all 
of the Federal contract increase regardless whether it is defense or 
other types of Federal contracts. 

This limitation has worked to focus or restrict somewhat the appli- 
cation of section 305 (a) (3), and the increase in children in that Fed- 
er contract activity to defense impact areas. That was the purpose 
of it. 

Mr. Mertcatr. I want to say to you that, of course, out West where 
we have had a Federal impact for many many years and where we 
have had the Federal Government occuping huge acreages of land so 
that our tax base is now narrowed down, we have welcomed an aware- 
ness that other sections of the country have reached as a result of 
defense impacts and we are glad that other sections have learned 
that defense and Federal contract activity in defense plants causes 
school crises. 

But, nevertheless, the logic of the situation is such that an equal 
Federal impact out in our area should be taken care of whether it is 
defense or not. We have Indians, of course, which we have given 
special consideration, and we have those huge parcels of land manage- 
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ment lands and national forests and we have been living with the 
Federal om oe before this defense awareness came to the rest of the 
country and we would like to participate in it on a logical basis, and 
on the same broad foundation that the rest of the country is partici- 
pating and defense should not be the only criteria. 

Dr. Browne.u. Well, I think there the point you make is that you 
want—again, as I say, here is a position which is suggesting that 
there be a change in the logic which developed this in the first place 
in order to extend it to other areas than defense and I would call 
attention to the fact that——— 

Mr. MereAur. To logically extend it to other areas that defense on 
the same basis that we are extending it to defense. 

Dr. Brownett. You would want the same provision made to other 
kinds of impacts than defense impacts. 

Mr. Mercaur. The same pers ta that is right. 

Mr. Wier. Somewhere in this legislation and in Public Law 815 
I thought you were going to hit it, but you missed it, and I remember 
Senator Case of South Dakota raised the devil when the Government 
condemned all of that property along the Missouri River for flood 
purposes, and when they did that they also condemned a few of his 
outlying schools and he insisted upon an impact there because of the 
tax from that land being lost, and it being a rather sparsely settled 
country that those schools should be replaced in a more centralized 
area, 

| remember that we took measures here to provide impact legislation 
for those towns that sprung up overnight on the Missouri development. 
I remember that very distinctly, and 1 remember Senator Case meeting 
with the Interior Department and your Department and I thought 
you were engaged in it, Mr. Grigsby, and Mr. Lilliwhite. 

1 know we did something outside of the defense area for that whole 
Missouri Valley because there were large crews out there bringing 
their families out there for 2 or 3 years of employment. 

Mr. Griessy. I think, Mr. Wier, although I was not engaged in 
ihat particular discussion, what you have in that type of instance is a 
provision for the construction of facilities under the sections of the law 
which provide for children who reside on Federal property with a 
parent employed thereon or reside on Federal property with a parent 
employed off the property. 

Dr. Browne. It is a different section. 

Mr. Gricssy. It is covered under other sections of the act, but not 
in section 305 (3). That is covered in section 301 and 302, where there 
is a loss of the local property tax base. 

Mr. Wier. I was just trying to aline that with Congressman Met- 
calf’s diseussion of what you might call a conservation problem and 
uot defense. 

Dr. Brownexu. It is not the loss of property. It is a question of an 
activity going on on the Federal property where a group of people 
move in to take care of this temporary activity because of the beetle. 
Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Mercatr. Well, it is going to last for several years, but it is 
temporary, because there was a blow-down up there in recent years, 
and the spruce bark beetle infestation crept into the logs and now 
they feel that a crash program of harvesting them will save a good 
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deal of timber. So, they are harvesting it at a much faster rate and 
at a more accelerated harvest rate than they would normally under 
sustained yield basis, and they are moving people into those ver, 
isolated and remote areas where even 5 or 10 children will double 
the numper of students in the school. 

Dr. Browne.u. We had the same kind of situation up in New Eng- 
land following the hurricane up there when large acreages of timber 
were cut, and they brought people in to do that quick harvesting of 
lumber. I know the type of situation because it is in the remote areas 
that that happened. 

T suspect, if this goes through, we will have New England claiming 
reimbursement for the same operation. We get into that, but that 
is not in the picture. 

Mr. Mercatr. JI think what Mr. Wier is referring to is a situation 
such as I think is dramatically illustrated by the construction of 
Hungry Horse Dam. There is one of the large dams in the country 
which was constructed up there at the edge of Chadian Park, where there 
were only prior to its construction a handful of foresters and a couple 
of forest rangers and all at once we find thousands of men coming in 
bringing their families, and their children have to go to school. 

Then you can take, as it has been brought out, the situation where we 
authorized the construction of the upper Colorado projects. When 
they build Glen Canyon Dam and Newaho Dam they will be confronted 
with the same sort of Federal impact. 

Dr. Browne. Those are taken care of under other sections of the 
bill because you have the people coming in with the property being 
taken off the tax roll, but not under this section of the bill. 

Mr. Ruopes. Unfortunately, the property is not being taken off 
the tax roll. It is on Federal property, but it is within the State and 
IT am not clear right now as to who should have to build the schools, and 
maintain them. 

I suspect that the State of Arizona might have to. 

Mr. Mercatr. The taxable property at Hungry Horse was negligible 
and the land inundated was only worth a couple of dollars per acre, 
and probably down at Navaho and Glen Canyon you would probably 
have the same situation. 

Dr. Browne. In your consideration I realize you have to always 
say “Well, now, is this something that the Federal Government should 
take over as a responsibility,” or “has the Federal Government through 
its activities contributed to the State in such a way that it is appro- 
priate that the State resources be utilized to take care of the problem?” 

What is the situation here? In connection with this particular 
problem that we have just discussed our position would be that we 
think it would be unwise to provide the amendment which has been 
suggested. 

Mr. Mercatr. Are you familiar with H. R. 9270, which is one of 
several bills to provide for another section which will take care of 
this flight training impact when there is a contract for private flight 
training in and around various airports? Do you have a position on 
that ? 

Dr. Browne ut. I would say this—— 

Mr. Mercatr. It seems to me to be an analagous sort of situation. 

Dr. Brownewy. In a way. 
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Mr. Mercatr. Except it is defense. 

Dr. Brownett. In a way. My recollection of the situation is 
that one of the reasons those communities are in that kind of a situa- 
tion is the way in which they have handled that flight training con- 
tract. 

So far as I know, there is no reason why that is not solvable by the 
local communities. What they have done is put those flight training 
programs on property that is tax exempt. 

There is no reason why in their contracts with those flight training 
schools they could not charge them enough in the way of rent to provide 
for that additional cost because they are putting them on land that 
is tax-exempt land. Now, there again, I think the question raised is 
whether it is appropriate for the Federal Government to come in and 
do something that is solvable by local action. 

Mr. Upaty. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mercatr. Yes; I will gladly yield. 

Mr. Upauty. There are, I think, 9 or 10 of these fields which are 
in this special category, and one happens to be in my own district. 

All of these are airfields which were constructed and installations 
made by the Federal Government and the property was taken over. 
It was owned by the Federal Government during the war, and 
then when the war emergency was past, these facilities under the dis- 
posal program were transferred to the municipalities. In my State 
they were transferred to the county. The counties then took them 
over and dismantled some parts of the facilities, but the runways 
were still there. However, when our programs expanded again, the 
Defense Department began looking around for installations on which 
to set up these primary training schools. Rather than have the Gov- 
ernment set out to build new installations, they said, “Let us go back 
to some of these old installations.” They also determined that there 
would be a substantial savings of money if they contracted the flying 
end of it. 

They handled the regular training program but the flight part of it 
was contracted out to private bidders and, therefore, most of the 
counties and municipalities, of course, were happy to cooperate and 
they leased for a nominal sum these bases to private operators. Then, 
the Air Force moved in to carry out simultaneously the Government’s 
own program of training. 

The result is that they have burdened the maintenance people who 
work at these bases with their part of the defense program. Con- 
gressman Kilgore of Texas testified he has two of those fields. At one 
the Government maintained and kept ownership and it has leased it 
to the private operator who runs the training school. In the other 
the county has done it. In one instance they come under Public Law 
815 and in the other they do not. 

One factor that I think we ought to keep in mind is this: At practi- 
cally all of these fields the Government keeps what is called a recapture 
clause in the deed of transfer to the local municipality so that if at any 
time they want to they can take it back. 

As I see it, there is an element practically of almost ownership by 
the Government in these bases as the matter now stands, and what 
the bill of Congressman Pilcher of Georgia proposes to do is that 
notwithstanding the lack of ownership that as far as these nine fields 
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are concerned it is narrowly limited, and that they be treated the same 
as though the Government owned them. 

With that full explanation, do you feel the objection that you see in 
it still applies? 

Dr. Browneuu. I think it does, because I think that is amenable to 
local action. 

Mr. Upatt. Your suggestion would be for the local county, for 
instance, to charge instead of a nominal figure, to charge the private 
operator a figure which you, in turn, would pass on to the Federal 
Government and recover the same funds? 

Dr. Brownexu. Either that, or the possibility of them saying that 
the Government should operate them on the basis it does, on one field 
that you mentioned, and say, instead of keeping it as a local operation 
under a private contract, that they would not do it because it was going 
to create a school problem and therefore if the Federal Government 
wanted to use that as a part of the defense effort, it should enter into 
a kind of a contract which would provide for the Federal operation. 

That, I think, is just an illustration of the question as to which is 
the best from the standpoint of Federal policy. 1 think under the law 
that as soon as you do this then there are a good many other situations 
that are reasonably comparable which might very well come in. 

Mr. Upatu. Well, of course, the fact of the matter is that under 
these programs the Government does, say, probably with these 9 or 10 
bases save tens or hundreds of thousands of dollars each year, on 
them, and the municipalities or local communities and local entities 
held title to these properties for several years, and the fact of the mat- 
ter is that the Government itself apparently wanted it that way. 

Dr. BrowNeEu. Yes. 

Mr. Upauu. Well, one of the difficulties of that in doing what you 
propose, as I see it, and looking at it probably in my own district, is 
that the air installation is located in one county and all the children 
and the flying personnel as well as the Army personnel and their fam- 
ilies live in another county which happens to be where I come from. 

So it would not be possible under those circumstances for us to levy 
a tax via a lease arrangement. 

Dr. BrowneLu. My answer would be that that is one of the cases 
that is solvable by State action. What you have to do is redistrict to 
include those in the same district. 

Mr. Upautz. We have a problem. You cannot run district lines 
across counties. You see, it involves a different county. 

‘ Dr. Browne... That is done in some States. You run across county 
ines, 

Mr. Upaut. To do that you would have it embracing more than one 
county. 

Dr. BrowneEwi. I am not saying that that is the answer, but I am 
saying that so many of these questions when they come up involve the 
question of whether this is solvable by local action or State action, or 
by Federal action. The question is which is the preferable way in 
which to solve the problem. 

We have had this question to come up, as you know, in some places 
where they have claimed that they were having difficulty in raising 
sufficient taxes but when we looked into the situation, we found out that 
the community has granted long-term free taxation for industry mov- 
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ing into the community and then not being able to get the taxes from 
the industries because they have granted it that way, and then they 
come to the Federal Government and want the Federal Government to 
take over the situation. I think we always have to analyze those to 
see What is the best way of handling it. 

Mr. Upauu. I think your approach is proper, and we certainly al- 
ways ought to look into and have the local people take the steps which 
could be taken in order to offset the tax loss : action on their own part. 

It does seem to me that at least, drawing upon the example which 
I find in my own district, that we have no means under State law 
whereby local action could be taken to cure the situation. And it does 
appear, since the Defense Department itself rather than to take the 
base back, which they have a perfect right to do, wanted it to be done 
and insisted that it be done in the other way, they are almost in a posi- 
tion, at least in some of these instances, maybe, of taking advantage of 
the situation. However, I would agree with you at the same time that 
we ought to put the burden on the local people to act, if they can, to cure 
these inequities. 

Mr. Perxrs. Is that all, Mr. Udall? 

Mr. Upatu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Rhodes? 

Mr. Ruopes. No questions at this point. 

Mr. Perxins. We want to trace this theory out right now while we 
are on it. 

Mr. Upatu. It is very important. 

Mr. Ruopes. Dr. Brownell, perhaps you have examined H. R. 9218 
by Mr. Pilcher, and H. R. 9270 by Mr. Kilgore; I think these two bills 


set forth the language which we might adopt in the event we decide 
to go into the flight-training situation, and I wondered if you have any 
comments as to the sufficiency of the oe 


Dr. Brownett. So far as our analysis of the bill has been concerned, 
we would say that it appears that the language of the bill would 
accomplish the purpose of the bill. So far as we are concerned, we 
do not approve of the purpose of the bill. 

Mr. Ruopes. Well, now, getting back to H. R. 10227 here, and the 
section which we have been considering, I want to see if I under- 
stand it. 

I am not at all sure that I understand all of the provisions of that 
bill. Section 305 (a) provides for payments under Public Law 815, 
and as I see it, subparagraphs 1, 2, and 3 are cumulative. In other 
words, if you take the formula set forth in 1, 2, and 3 and add the 
totals, the amount that you get is the amount of the entitlement of these 
school districts under Public Law 815. 

Those sections a r on pages 2, 3, and 4 of the bill, I believe. 

Dr. Browne... That is right. 

Mr. Ruopes. I was trying to arrive at the formula which is used in 
computing the entitlement. 

Dr. Browne. I have not gotten down to that point. I think you 
are correct, but I had not gotten down to that point in my discussion. 

Mr. Ruopes. Section 1 sets up certain criteria for students and sec- 
tion 2 sets up other criteria and section 3 sets up still other criteria. 
For students who qualify under section 1 the Government pays 95 per- 
cent of the average pupil cost of constructing the school facility and 
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under section 2 we pay 75 percent and under section 3 we pay, I think, 
70 percent, but you add all three to the figures arrived at bs the use 
of all three sections in order to arrive at.the amount which the school 
district receives. 

Dr. Browne.y. Under section 1 the situation would be the same as 
at present. Then the proposal is on page 3 in section 2 to change the 
percentage from 50 to 70 percent, and under section 3 it is to change 
from 45 to 70 percent. 

Mr. Ruopes. So, the main differences which this amendment would 
accomplish are that the percentages would be changed and under this 
other category of pupils who are the children of parents who do not 
reside on Federal property—maybe I had better let you state it. 

Dr. Brownetx. I am not sure that I completely understand it. 

Mr. Ruopes. I am trying to get what this amendment accomplishes 
which is not in the present law. 

Mr. Gricssy. It does two things. It sets the rate of payment under 
each of these sections. Section 305 (a) (2) and section 305 (a) (3) 
are involved. The rate of payment now under section 305 (a) (2) 
for each eligible child in the increase is 50 percent of the State average 
cost of constructing minimum school facilities in the State in the 
preceding year. This would raise it to 70 percent. 

Under section 305 (a) (3) the rate is now 45 percent, and it would 
raise it to 70 percent. In addition it will bring into account these 
children of servicemen whom we were — previously. 

Mr. Ruopes. I think that answers the question that I wanted to have 
answered, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Perxis. Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wier. I have nothing further on this one. 

Mr. Perkins; Getting back to the flight training proposition, I think, 
of covering the flight training students or the children as proposed by 
Mr. Pilcher and Mr. Kilgore in their bills as well as in the bill of Mr. 
Jones of Missouri, in one instance where the Government owns the 
airbase, you count the children and in the other instance where the 
yovernment does not own the airbase, but exactly the same purpose is 
being accomplished, you do not count them. 

Why do you object to the counting of the children in the latter case? 

Dr. Browne. In one case you have Government operation. In the 
other case you have a private enterprise operation which is taxable. 

Mr. Perxins. Where is the private enterprise operation taxable, 
assuming that all the bases that are involved are owned by the munici- 
pality and that municipality has leased to some contractor the right 
to operate the base at compensation sufficient for the upkeep and main- 
tenance of the property ? 

Dr. Browne. The point is that they can lease for that, and they 
can also include in their lease what they are losing in taxes. There is 
no reason why they cannot in their lease make the rate sufficient to 
include what they are losing in the way of taxation there, if they so 
wished to do it. That would be a matter of their leasing agreement. 

Mr. Upati. Would the chairman yield ? 

Mr. Perkins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Upa.t. As a practical matter, let us assume that a local entity 
took a firm position and figured that an extra burden of $100,000 was 
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being thrown on them schoolwise, as a result of the influx of these 
people, and they said: “We are going to require this private contract- 
ing agency to pay that amount of money and make it up.” — Of course, 
what would happen is that they would immediately pass it on to the 
Defense Department and we would be right back where we are. In 
other words, it seems to me that Public Law 815 offers a more or less 
scientifie way of computing the impact and having the Federal Gov- 
ernment pay ; whereas, unless it is so unwieldly that a local community 
cannot handle it—and they certainly cannot in my own area because 
of the county lines—that under the other method we cannot assess the 
impact and have it paid. incorpo 

That seems to me to be a fairly good argument for giving it further 
consideration. 

Mr. Ruopes. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Upatt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. Also, I think it is true that the Air Force, when it 
establishes this situation, has control of the situation, and that if it so 
desires it could demand that the land be put in a category which 
is taxable. It has, I think, seen fit not to do so on purpose in any 
number of instances. 

Now, that is not any fault of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, but certainly it is the fault of another branch of the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Griespy. May I read into the record, sir, some information 
that we have from the officials of the Department of the Air Force? 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Griessy. I would like to furnish some information as to the 
way these contracts are negotiated. 

Mr. Ruopgs. Yes. 

Mr. Griessy. We are advised by the officials of the Air Force that 
the contractors were selected from bids submitted by the contractors 
in which the contractors complied with certain rules, regulations, and 
conditions determined by the Air Force. The Air Force selected an 
outside board to evaluate the bids and this board selected and ar- 
ranged in priority order a list of prospective interested bidders of 
approximately 100. 

The Air Force accepted bids from the contractors on this list to 
operate each school. The bids of the contractors were submitted 
on the basis of a certain site that met the conditions set forth in the 
Air Force requirements. The arrangements for the installation were 
made by the contractors with the communities. There was considera- 
ble competition among the representatives of the various communities 
who were very active in pressing their claims for a school. The con- 
tractors have been able to arrange for installations at only a nominal 
consideration for the use of these air bases. The Air Force does not 
lease the sites because of other complications and problems that 
would have to be met. In other words, they preferred not to be sad- 
dled with the responsibility for maintenance of the air base and to 
handle the whole thing through this contractual arrangement. We 
have the further information that the personnel of each of these 9 
schools is composed of an average of 700 people employed by the con- 
tractor, and an average of 15 permanent military officers, an average 
of 16 permanent airmen and an average of 6 Federal civil-service 
employees. 
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The school enrollment is composed of 250 aviation cadets and 250 
other officers. The aviation iets are unmarried, but a small per- 
centage of the other officers are married. 

These students after completing their training period are assigned 
to various bases in the service. 

That, so far as we can learn, is a contractual situation from the 
airport officials. We have made a further estimate that the cost of 
counting these bases as Federal property would amount to some 
$250,000. 

Mr. Perkins. You will not strenuously object if we were to include 
that amendment; will you ? 

Dr. Browne... I think I would put it this way: We do not meas- 
ure our objection in terms of degrees or strenuity. We think it is 
not a good amendment and we think that the committee should always 
utilize its judgment, as we know you will in the matter, and we will 
yive you our best judgment and we will try to administer whatever 
aw is approved by this committee and by the Congress. 

Mr. Perkins. Personally, I feel that the data that Mr. Grigsby read 
into the record is all the more reason why we should count 7, Bows chil- 


dren because they are there, and it constitutes an impact to the same 
extent that the Government-owned property does. 

Mr. Upaui. May I further fortify my chairman’s thinking with 
this thought ? 

Mr. Perkins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Upauu. The testimony which was presented here is that the 
Department of the Air Forces effects substantial savings by this ar- 


rangement and they do so partly due to the fact that they do not have 
to go out and start all over again and build runways and facilities. 

Mr. Per«rns. That is right. 

Mr, Upatx. What this little amendment would do is pass on 
part of that savings to the local communities which are now ing 
the burden. 

Mr. Perkins. In every instance on which testimony was given the 
committee here, the original installation of the original air fields were 
constructed by the Government. 

Dr. Brownetu. I think that I would want to have called to your 
attention the fact that what I think this does is to provide increased 
incentive for agencies to put pressure on local communities and States 
to provide them tax-free situations so that they can get Federal con- 
tracts. 

Mr. Mercatr. And at lower bids. 

Dr. BrowneE.u. Yes, sir; and what you are going to be faced with 
in your various communities is which one can get the most in that 
way, and then if they can pass it on to the Federal Government. 

You see, it is what you get and I really cannot tell you at the present 
time whether the Government is saving or whether this is costing the 
Government more in the long run. e do not have the figures on 
this, but I think it is only fair for me to call that to your attention. 

Mr. Perkins. Why do you not make an inquiry along that line, 
and come back before the committee next Miieioken and we would 
be pleased to have that information ? 

Dr. Browne. I can see whether we can get such information, but 
I rather question whether we would have access to the data, but we 
will see what we can find out. 
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Mr. Wrer. There is one statement in that briefing which was given 
us about the Air Force which interests me. I started out the other 
day rather dubious about this, but with five salesmen out there you 
have these flying schools in their area who are doing a pretty good 
selling job, but any of these communities whether in Texas, Arizona, 
or Missouri, or Florida—— 

Mr. Mercatr. Or Minnesota—— 

Mr. Wrer. We do not have one in Minnesota, and I would be very 
cautious to watch to see if one of them is coming to us. If they were 
bidding and if they were out after these air-training bases, then I 
would say they are people who ought to know what they are doing. 
I certainly know a lot of Congressmen here who do not want any 
military installations in their district. They have had sad experi- 
ences with them, 

Mr. Upatx. Of course, my colleague should bear this in mind : These 
people oftentimes go out and invite them to come in with all the other 
schoolchildren and sometimes the right hand rarely knows what the 
left hand is doing, as a matter of fact, on the community level. 

Mr. Griespy. There were 9 successful bidders, you see, out of the 
100 or so applicants. 

Mr. Wier. You mean cities or companies? 

Mr. Griessy. Companies. 

Mr. Wier. I am not talking about companies. I am talking about 
the cities which put in their bids for one of these training units. 

Mr. Gricssy. No; I think the bids were by private contractors who 
wanted to make an arrangement or get the backing of a city. 

Mr. Wier. You read something about the cities inviting these units 
and giving them a field at a nominal rate. 

Mr. Upatu. Of course, the fact of the matter is—— 

Mr. Gricspy. They pick the contractors in that respect, or the 
bidders. 

Mr. Upauu. The fact of the matter is, if I may say so, the thing 
does not initiate normally in having some chamber of commerce of a 
city go out and start trying to get an airbase. The Department of 
Defense needs installations, and they start looking around and pick 
the ones that are the most likely, and if they can get a contractor to 
go in here and there and can work out an arrangement, they do so. In 
some instances they recapture a base, and in some instances where it 
has passed into county hands or into the local entity, they deal with 
them on this contractual basis. 

Mr. Wier. But your local officials and local bidders of a community 
in their anxiety to get back into operation send a delegation down to 
see this contractor to bring a unit in there, and they say, “We will give 
you this field.” 

Mr. Wier. Who has the schoolchildren? Does Pima County have 
the schoolchildren ? 

Mr. Ruopes. Pima County has the schoolchildren, and the other 
county has the airbase. 
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Mr. Upaut. I seem to be making a career of not persuading our 
colleague from Minnesota. 

Mr. Perkins. My point is according to the evidence we have re- 
ceived here, are we treating these children fairly? The Government 
can recapture any of the bases at any time, although under the recap- 
ture clause the municipality owns the base, and the contractor has 
made the contract with the Air Force to carry out the flight training, 
and should we make that municipality assume this burden, and is it 
fair to the child? 

Dr. Browne.i. If the Government recaptured it and took it over, 
these places would be eligible for assistance under Public Law 815. 
As far as the community is concerned, they are under no threat by 
recapture. 

Mr. Perkins. I understand that. 

Dr. Browne.u. They would lose that problem. Our position was 
that we felt we needed to consider whether or not the problem that is 
created here could not be solved by the terms of the lease, which would 
provide, if the lease is to be made, that there be sufficient cost to take 
care of what the impact is. That is one way to do it. 

Mr. Wier. What is the answer to the position taken here by Mr. 
Rhodes, that X County invited them there and gave them every in- 
ducement to come, but X County has not gotten any cost out of it, 
the cost is in the next county that had no interest in it. 

Dr. Browne.u. There are two ways in which the State could handle 
that situation on a State level. One is by redistricting, which is done 
in some places to make a larger district which will cross county lines, 
that is one. The other is in terms of the kind of taxation they have 
for State support ; whether they will rely primarily on the local prop- 
erty tax, or whether they use more from State funds that may come 
from an income tax or payroll tax that these people would contribute 
to. So the tax would be shared. Those are possible ways of solv- 
ing it. 

Mr. Wier. That is the long way around. I assume that the Arizona 
Legislature meets every 2 years. 

Mr. Ropes. Every year. 

Dr. Browne. This situation is not something that has just arisen 
this year. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is right. 

Dr. Browne. It has continued over a period of time and we are 
discussing a 2-year extension of Public Law 815 at this time. 

Mr. Wier. I had the right intentions in the first place to duck this 
one and keep out of it, but I got my chin in it. 

Mr. Ruopes. The only point that I was trying to make was the Air 
Force could have recaptured practically all o this property and it 
would have been under Public Law 815 and we would not have had 
any worries, and instead they did not recapture, they let a contract 
and on the face of it it looks like a bit of collusive agreement between 
the contractor and the Air Force at the expense of the local community. 
I have no evidence to substantiate that. All I am saying is it looks 
like that. 

Mr. Perkins. I personally feel that the impact is there. The com- 
mittee will certainly work its will along that line, 
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Mr. Wier. Did we not in the original content of these two bills 
make these Air Force people, when they had control of the property, 
pay a part of the cost of the education? I thought we made the Air 
Force in some cases dig up the money for expenditures. 

Dr. Browne.u. I have no knowledge of that. My knowledge of 
the law is in terms of the last 2 years. 

Mr. Wier. I am talking about 1950. I was directing my remark 
to Mr. Lillywhite. 

Mr. Littywurre. The law prohibited them from paying any- 
thing. 

Mr. Wier. I know we did something to penalize them. 

Mr. Littywuire. You told them to keep their fingers out; you 
prohibited them from putting up money for the construction or opera- 
tion after the first year. 

Mr. Perkins. The committee will recess until Wednesday at 10 
a. Mm. 
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AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874, 
S8IST CONGRESS 


WEDNESDAY, APRIL 18, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 

SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON EpucaATION AND Lagor, 

Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10: 10 a. m., in room 
1310, New House Office Building, Hon. Carl D. Perkins (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Perkins, Wier, Metcalf, Udall, Gwinn, 
Rhodes, Wainwright, and Frelinghuysen. 

Present also: Fred G. Hussey, chief clerk, and Russell C. Der- 
rickson, chief investigator. 

Mr. Parxis. The subcommittee will be in order. 

Mr. Hussey. Mr. Chairman, I have some statements for the record: 
One from the Honorable Richard E. Lankford from the Fifth Con- 
eressional District of Maryland; a statement from Dante B. Fascell, 
Member of Congress from the Fourth District of Florida. He at- 
taches a statement from the Superintendent of Public Instruction in 
Monroe County, Key West, Fla. We have a letter from the Honor- 
able Clyde Doyle, Member of Congress from California; and a state- 
ment from Mr. Frederick W. Evans, superintendent of schools, Mount 
Holly Township elementary schools, Rancocas Valley Regional High 
School, Mount Holly, N. J. 

Mr. Perxtns. Those are all the statements you have, Mr. Hussey ? 

Mr. Hussey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Perxins. Without objection, the statements will be inserted in 
the record. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT oF Hon. RicHArp E. LANKForpD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE FirTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF MARYLAND 


My name is Richard E. Lankford and I have the honor to represent the Fifth 
Congressional District of Maryland in the United States Congress. My district 
is made up of the Counties of Prince Georges, Anne Arundel, Charles, Howard, 
St. Marys, Calvert, and products 12 to 19 of the 25th ward of the city of Balti- 
nore. This area is generally known as southern Maryland. 

Since 1950, this area has experienced a phenomina! growth in population. Be- 
cause of its proximity to the District of Columbia and the location of a large 
number of Federal activities throughout the district this unusual increase in 
population can be directly attributable to a large influx of Federal employees. 
This situation has placed abnormal demands on our public schools which neces- 
sitate an immediate and continued expansion of our school facilities. 

A recent survey indicates our present school population to be approximately 
98,558, It is estimated that at the present rate of growth in our population by 
1960 our school population will have increased to 137,700, or 40 percent more 
than at present enrollment. In order to give these children more than a sub- 
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standard primary education, it is estimated that we will need 2,221 additiona| 
classrooms by 1960, an increase of nearly 500 per year for the next 5 years. Our 
school needs are pyramiding much faster than the limited bases for local reve. 
nues have been expanding. The present Federal assistance for the construc- 
tion of school facilities to local educational agencies overburdened as a result 
of an unusual influx of Government employees is not adequate to meet this need, 
Unless Federal aid is increased, I fear we may be confronted with a major 
emergency in education in southern Maryland. 

It is my understanding that your committee is considering legislation to con- 
tinue Public Law 815 and Public Law 874, authorizing Federal funds for schoo} 
construction for federally impacted areas beyond the expiration date of June 
30, 1956. It is also my understanding that testimony has been introduced before 
this committee advocating removal from this legislation of that section limiting 
the amount of grants available to federally impacted areas for school construc- 
tion. In that connection, I would like to state that I am very much in favor 
of this change since the restriction would work a hardship on those counties 
in southern Maryland which have an unusually large number of schoolchildren 
whose parents work for the Government. It is estimated that Federal grants 
would be increased by approximately $50 per pupil if the limitation were removed. 
This would make available for heavily impacted areas of southern Maryland an 
additional amount of construction funds in excess of $1 million. This would 
greatly assist these counties in meeting their educational needs. 

The greatest and most precious resource which this Nation possesses is its 
boys and girls. The future of our country is tied intimately to the education 
of our children. This Nation undertook the task of providing an education for 
its youth because our forefathers believed that it would be necessary to the 
preservation of this Republic that there be an enlightened and informed citizenry. 
They believed freedom and education to be inseparable, and so they are. It has 
become increasingly apparent over the years that to maintain a system of edu- 
cation that would be worthy of this great Nation some form of Federal aid 
would be necessary. In the case of areas such as we have in southern Maryland 
where Federal projects and establishments have overtaxed local school districts, 
special consideration should be given in the matter of aiding local educational 
agencies to meet the mounting need for adequate school facilities. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., April 13, 1956. 
The Honorable GRaHAM A. BARDEN, 
Chairman, House Committee on Education and Labor, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I would like to call to your attention a letter I received 
today from the superintendent of one of the school systems in my district. 
I would appreciate any comment you may be in a position to make on the 
proposal contained herein. 
Respectfully yours, 
DANTE B. FASCELL, 
Member of Congress. 


OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, 
Key West, Fla., April 9, 1956. 
Hon. DANTE FASCELL, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear DANTE: Congress has acknowledged Federal responsibility for aid to 
certain school districts where there is an impact from children connected in some 
way with military service. This responsibility has never been fully met, 
although Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 have partially met this responsi- 
bility. 

Under Public Law 874, we are paid a certain amount for each child who quali- 
fies ranging from $239.98 in New Hampshire to $67.07 in Alabama. ‘The enclosed 
chart shows how the South is being mistreated in the matter of maintenance and 
operation funds. 

H. R. 10227 would amend Public Law 874 in various ways. I would appreciate 
it very much if you would use your influence to get the amount per pupil raised 
to a decent-level for the Southern States. I would advocate an amount equal 
to the average that the district spends per pupil on maintenance and operation 
or an amount equal to the average for the United States. In this way everyone 
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would share alike and the rich States would not hog the Federal funds. As it 
is now, the States who need the most seem to get the least. 

| received a telegram from you the other day stating that we were entitled to 
$120,000 under Public Law 874 and that we would get $78,000 at once. This 
jatter sum arrived today and naturally I wish to thank you for all that you 
have done in connection with this. We have been trying to do a little too much 
in this school system and our funds were running low indeed, so that $78,000 was 
a godsend to us-at ‘this ‘time. ~Hadsthis sum been based on a reasonable amount 
per child, IT am sure we would have gotten an amount that would have done us 
a great deal of good. 

Please use any influence that you may have to raise the floor under these per 
pupil payments, to the end that we will at least get an even break with the richer 
States. 

With best wishes, I am, 

Sincerely, 
Horace O’ Bryant. 


(The chart referred to is as follows :) 


Local contribution rate for school payments—or the approvimate amount paid 
on a 4a pupil to the various States 


New Hampshire A Maine 52. 72 
Uf Laeeares SEC ESS | ays oe 237. ! Ohio 51. 51 
Vermont .25 | Arizona : : 5. 70 
Wisconsin D. UU 3B — 5. 45 
Nebraska 223. ¢ Virginia 2. 34 
Connecticut cx Missouri 2.15 
Massachusetts _..._.--~.-.._. . 42 | Washington . 53 
Rhode Island , Michigan . 03 
Indiana 5. 28 
New Mexico 23. 65 
Colorado 5 5. 32 
North Dakota . 5 ~ . 62 
New Jersey . Te . 61 
Montana 5. . 05 
South Dakota 31. ; 3. 79 
Kanesa@ alain oe el J : hes sd . 97 
Oregon. FE RS be . & ; ae . 22 
Nevada 5. 63 | Mississippi 7.19 
Oklahoma vid North Carolina _——-~-~-~- [ 5. OO 
Delaware 58. Georgia 30. 85 
California q Arkansas___—_-~- webtetia. : . 88 
Wyoming o¢. Tennessee 2. 00 
Pennsylvania 57. South Carolina . 33 
Idaho D4. Alabama : 37. OT 





HovusE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Washington, D. C., April 13, 1956. 
In re H. R. 10227. 
Hon. GRAHAM A. BARDEN, 
Chairman, Education and Labor Committee, 
House of Representatives. 

My Dear COLLEAGUE: I am requested by the Compton City School District, 
Compton, Calif. (in my congressional district) to urge to your attention that 
they—a federally impacted area—would lose $64,752.84 if Public Law 874 is 
not amended so as to delete the “3 percent absorption.” In this school district, 
and others in my congressional district, if the 3 percent absorption provision is 
left in, these school districts, most of which have no opportunity to obtain 
further funds through bond indebtedness, etc., will surely be badly hit. 

To illustrate, as to Compton City School District, if the 3 percent absorption 
is eliminated, that school district would receive $75,381.90, while if the 3 percent 
absorption remains in Public Law 874, they would receive only $10,629.06. 

Therefore, I respectfully urge that the 3 percent absorption item be eliminated. 
I am sure you will readily realize that in those school districts in southern 
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California, so many of them being federally impacted, there is no chance jp 
the world for them to make up the $64,752.84. 
With best wishes. 
Cordially, 


CriypeE Doytz, M. C. 


Rawncocas VALLEY REGIONAL HicH ScHOOL, 
Meunt Holly, N. J., April 12, 1956. 
Report to: House Education and Labor Committee, House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 
By : Frederick W. Evans, Superintendent of Schools, Mount Holly, N. J. 


I really serve in a dual capacity as superintendent of schools, inasmuch as 
I am superintendent of the elementary district of Mount Holly and also super- 
intendent of the Rancocas Valley Regional High School. Mount Holly, how- 
ever, is 1 of the 5 component districts which own and operate the regional high 
school. This high school is located in Mount Holly. Bach of these districts 
has its own board of education, Mount Holly having a membership of 5 on its 
board of control and the regional high school, 9 with representatives from the 
various elementary districts composing the regional district. 

Actually, we are a smaller district or districts in comparison to the many city 
districts. However, our problems from growth due to the impact of federally 
connected children, may be even greater than a larger district which is often 
in a better position, as far as facilities are concerned, to absorb additional 
children. 

Mount Holly is a conservative, small county seat of Burlington County. In 
1950 the population was approximately 8,400. In 1956 we have 13,000 and are 
still growing. The population of the region which the high school serves, is 
about 22,000 to 23,000. 

Mount Holly is somewhat industrial, having several smaller textile plants 
which manufacture mostly drapery materials. Many of our people, however, 
work in other plants in the Delaware Valley. Our political organization con- 
sists of the council-manager form of government. 

The main impact in the past several years has come from the growth at Fort 
Dix and the expansion of the McGuire Air Force Base. These two military in- 
stallations are adjacent to each other, about 10 miles from Mount Holly. The 
influence from these two posts on our community has been mostly officers of 
the Army and Air Force and some civilian workers. 

The school population in Mount Holly has grown from about 1,000 in 1950 to 
1,855 in 1956 (to date). In the regional high school we have grown from less 
than 700 in 1950, to over 900 in 1956, with 1,000 expected in the fall. 

You can see from this growth that we are deeply appreciative, particularly 
in Mount Holly, for the assistance received through Public Law 874 and Public 
Law 815 which has been given us due to this sudden growth. However, it has 
also caused some loss of revenue, inasmuch as we have to eliminate about 200 
tuition students in the elementary grades with an accompanying financial loss 
in the budget of about $34,000. In the high school, this same process will occur 
within the next 2 years and there will be an accompanying loss of $85,000 in the 
high-school budget because of our inability to continue tuition pupils from 
sending districts. 

In the fall of 1955 we had 18 classes on a half-day schedule in grades 1-5. By 
the addition of several rooms we have reduced, as per January 30, the half-day 
classes to 8, but this will grow again in 1957 to 15 or 16 rooms on a half-day 
program. 

In 1953 Mount Holly built a 10-room school at a cost of $397,000. This included, 
of course, an all-purpose room, office, teacher’s room, health room, cafeteria, 
ete. In 1955 we added 4 classrooms and 2 temporary rooms. These were oc- 
cupied on January 30, 1956. These cost $96,000. We have now started to add 
19 classrooms to the first building mentioned to be finished by the summer of 
1957, which will cost an additional $200,000 to Mount Holly, making a total 
bonded indebtedness of $689,000. However, on this last addition mentioned to 
the Folwell School, we are grateful to the Federal Government for the grant 
of $291,000 under Public Law 815 which, if we had not received may have made 
the addition impossible because of the fast rising indebtedness. Actually, in 
1952 the bonded indebtedness of the Mount Holly schools was only $4,000. Half- 


day classes will be eliminated when this last addition is completed in September 
1957. 
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However, the problems on the junior high school level will be starting because 
of the increased membership of classes coming up through the first six grades 
and lack of adequate facilities for expansion in the seventh and eighth grades. 

In the regional high school our bonded indebtedness is approximately $310,000. 
Fortunately, this is a good plant, built in 1935 at a very reasonable cost in 
comparison to 1956 dollars. However, we must add facilities to the high school 
which will cost approximately $1,200,000. This addition will include classrooms 
and enlarge existing bottlenecks, such as cafeteria, gym, library, etc. The 
present building has a normal capacity of 680 with 1,000 expected in September. 

Taxwise, we believe our people are making a pretty good effort. In 1955 the 
tax rate was $10.96 per $100 and the school portion was $5.35. 

In addition to classroom space, naturally, other expenses are concomitant, 
such as teachers and other personnel. We have a faculty of 63 teachers in 
Mount Holly Township in 1955-56. In 1954-55 we added an additional 4 
teachers, 10 in 1955-56, and 3 more, at least, in 1956-57. We have added from 
2 to 4 per year in the regional high school during the past 3 years. 

Our particular concern is with the continuation of Public Law 815 and Public 
Law 874 and an intense interest in H. R. 10118. Districts like ours without this 
Federal assistance would be placed in a very embarrassing situation financially 
to render a decent quality of eduaction to the children of our community. 

With particular reference to Congressman Thompson’s bill, H. R. 10118, may 
I illustrate to you what has occurred in our community which may be similar to 
other communities affected by military installations. We have 48 children in 
our elementary school this year whose fathers were at Dix or McGuire and have 
been transferred to other installations. The military family, living locally, 
may have purchased a home or just rented. However, they seem to be quite 
satisfied with our community and the educational program we offer. So, Dad is 
transferred but the family stays on. To give you an idea where some of these 
fathers have gone from Dix and McGuire leaving the family still living locally, 
may I illustrate with the following: 


Japan 
Germany 


Those who have transferred within the confines of the United States are: 


Fort Benning 5| Fort Belvoir 
Fort Wadsworth 2 


These total, altogether, 48 pupils. 

H. R. 10118, granting credit for pupils over 25 in number, would be at least 
some help under Public law 815 and Public Law 874. I do think, however, that 
an exemption of 25 is still a high figure for the smaller districts. 

I trust that these few facts concerning Mount Holly and the regional high 
school will help the committee in their deliberation of the law and bills at hand. 
I appreciate very much the opportunity of being present and presenting my 
humble opinions to your honorable body. 





FREDERICK W. Evans, 
Superintendent of Schools, Mount Holly Township Elementary Schools, 
Rancocas Valley Regional High School, Mount Holly, N. J. 


Mr. Perkins. We will proceed with Dr. Brownell. 


STATEMENTS OF S. M. BROWNELL, COMMISSIONER, AND R. I. 
GRIGSBY, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF EDUCATION; 
AND REGINALD G. CONLEY, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, DIVI- 
SION OF LEGISLATION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, 
AND WELFARE 


Mr. Perkins. Getting back to one of the amendments in which Con- 
gressmen Jim Wright, of Texas, and Paul Jones, of Missouri, were 
interested, where the Government operates one of the flight schools 
and does not operate the other flight schools, what would be the 
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cost to cover the schools not operated by the Government, Dr. Brownell, 
if you have that estimate ? ) 

Ir. BrowNEtL. The estimate that the Department has made on that 
is that it would be, as nearly as we can estimate, about $250,000, 

Mr. Perkins. Did you get any further information about the con- 
tracts that were entered into between the municipality and the con- 
tractor? If so, will you give the committee that information ? 

Dr. Browneti. The people in our Department got in touch with 
the Air Force and Mr. Grigsby informs me this morning that there 
is a memorandum on its way to my desk which has not reached me 
yet, giving such information as they were able to provide. 

_ [have it here. If you will pardon me for a second, I will see what is 
in it. 

Mr. Perkins. That is all right. I thought that we ought to take up 
this point and then proceed to another point. 

Dr. BrowNeELL. bet me just pull out this one paragraph which | 
think bears on that. I will check this document a little more to see 
if there if there are further points: “The operating cost of each of 
the 9 bases is approximately $3.5 million each year to the Air Force 
under the private contract arrangement.” 

They make the general statement that the saving through private 
contract operations is from 20 to 30 percent in the operational cost 
alone. The exact details are classified information, so that we do 
not have that but, if you take their figure of 20 to 30 percent saving, it 
is expected that the use of the private contract operation saves the 
Government approximately $875,000 each year for each field. How- 
ever, it appears that the saving could not be attributed solely to the 
use of the municipally owned field as compared with federally operated 
fields but results from private contract operation as opposed to Defense 
Department operation. 

That is the best information, I take it, that we have been able to get. 

Mr. Perkins. Is the $250,000 cost to which you referred under 
both 815 and 874? 

Dr. Brownetu. This is under 874. 

Mr. Gricssy. The cost under 815 is very difficult to estimate because 
that has to do, as you recall, with an increase in a 2-year period over 
a base year, and whether or not the number of federally connected 
children who could be counted under the terms of Mr. Pilcher’s 
bill would result in eligibility and payment for those additional 
children under the construction law, we cannot determine without 
an application before us. 

Dr. Browne. I would like to call attention to two points in this 
connection. One is the fact that in these contracts as they are entered 
into it is possible, of course, for the termination of those contracts 
to be effected at any time. We are dealing with a problem here of 
the construction of schools which may last over a period of time, 
30, 40, 75 years, whatever it may be. 

The second point that I would like to note is that these contracts that 
are entered into are contracts where they can be on a cost-plus basis, 
as I understand it, so that the cost, as far as the school district is 
concerned, could be included as a cost to the Defense Department 
if it is an appropriate part of the cost of the contract as readily or 
perhaps more logically than in making it a cost of the school under 
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815. I think it is a question, as far as this committee is concerned, 
as to what is the effect on the total program as well as on the par- 
ticular money costs in this operation because, if it is appropriate 
to provide under 815 for the costs of school buildings be vause of 
a Federal contract entered into on a municipal lease tax-free, I 
think the question is well raised as to whether that could not be 
extended, whether logically that could be extended to many other 
kinds of Federal contracts and whether that is a wise thing from 
the standpoint of the Federal Government is the question which I 
think is a fairly important one. 

Mr. Wier. Mr. Brownell, here is the way I approached these 6 or 7 
flight-training airfields under the auspices of the Air Force. First, I 
do not know that there is any valid reason for shutting your eyes to 
the fact that the Air Force is saving the Government by some savings 
through this contract. I am not arguing that point, but I approach 
this as a responsibility on the part of the Government or the Air Force, 
and I also feel that the school districts that have been impacted by 
these training schools have not been responsible for it. Neither has 
the community been responsible for it. 

I sympathize as much with that school district because of the impact 
as I do any other district covered by either of these bills, because the 
problem is exactly the same. 

I try to think in terms of what can be done locally because of that 
question of local ownership or county ownership coming up. The 
school district is still carrying a burden here through no fault of 
theirown. They cannot call upon the city, the owner of the property 
which has leased it out gratis for the business or purchasing power 
that that air school might bring into the community. They cannot 
call upon the municipality or they cannot call upon the county for an 
appropriation in lieu of taxes. It is not a State responsibility for 
that influx there. It is not a county responsibility and it is not a 
city responsibility. 

Therefore, it wraps itself right up, as I view those areas, to whether 
they are eligible or can get inclusion, and I presume that the bills 
would not be introduced if they did not have the necessary percentage 
for entitlement, so that I am rather inclined to feel that these school 
districts have just as sound and just as logical and just as basic a 
problem as any other school district with which we are dealing. 

Dr. Browne yu. I would like to just look at this other approach to it, 
if I may. 

These contractors bid for the opportunity to enter into contracts 
and the municipality could say to them, “Now, we will lease this to 
you but the cost of the lease will be equal to what we would lose in 
taxes if that were not tax-exempt property.” The municipality 
could do that. In other words, that is a remedy that is available to 
the municipality without going to the State or going to the Federal 
(rovernment. 

Mr. Wier. Putting a cost-plus on it. 

Dr. Brownett. That is right. The question arises in my mind in 
our trying to assess the situation as to whether what we want to do 
as far as the Federal Government is concerned is to encourage 
municipalities to operate on that kind of a basis where they, so to 
speak, gain a local advantage in having an enterprise there that is 
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good for the community in terms of its overall effect on business at 
the expense of the Federal Government picking up that portion of 
the check, whether that is the kind of thing that the Federal Govern- 
ment ought to encourage, or whether the Federal Government ought 
to encourage the local districts in their relationships with the Federal 
agency of that sort to retain the total responsibility or as much of the 
responsibility as possible for such activities as schools. It seems to 
me that that is _ is involved here, and it would be our judgment 
that, in connection with the question of the school buildings, the 
appropriate thing to do is not to go along with the amendment that 
would move in the direction of placing that responsibility on the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Wier. In other words, you feel that whether it is municipal, 
county, or State, those subdivisions of government are to assume that 
there would be an impact here and that, because they were the owners 
of this property, they ought to have made it very clear that “You are 
going to cause a responsibility here in additional cost of our schools and 
therefore the contract would have to be insured.” 

Dr. Browneww. I think that was the basic idea of the law as passed, 
that the Federal Government comes in to do 1 of 2 things: either to 
replace money that is taken off the tax where property becomes tax 
exempt, or that the Federal Government comes in to assume a special 
impact there that the municipality or the State is unable to absorb; 
and it seems to me that, when they are entering into a contract on this 
basis, that they are in a position where they can see that they do not 
lose as far as taxes are concerned because they contro] that situation in 
entering into the lease. 

On the question of the impact, it seems to me that they can assess the 
question of whether they want to involve themselves in a situation, 
whether the advantage is enough to have that activity in their com- 
munity to take care of it, or whether the impact is going to be so 
great that they feel it should not be in the community. In other words, 
they have a choice in the matter, and I think it was shown when we 
were discussing the matter the other day that the Air Force does not 
have to go around begging for places to carry on these training activi- 
ties, but actually they have considerable competition for that oppor- 
tunity. 

Mr. Wier. I think there is some logic to it, but, not having one of 
those bases of appreciating what happens, school districts are always 
the victims of other divisions of a municipal government. 

Dr. BrowneE.t. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Wier. Here are the businessmen and the chamber of commerce, 
and I do not care whether it is the Arizona area or the Missouri area 
or the Texas area. That element wanted the purchasing power and 
what other business was brought in regardless of what was going to 
happen to the schools. My approach here, of course, is that here again 
our educational processes are way down in the order of priority in 
consideration of what is going to happen when incentives are brought 
to bear by other parts of the Government. 

Dr. Browne, I would like to say that as soon as possible we ought 
to get the various divisions in government, including the schools, to 
work together to see the overall community impact on various problems 
that come up, so that we do not have one group planning over here 
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in a way that creates a problem for another part of the Government 
because we have a lot of the problems that have developed because of 
that. 

Mr. Wier. You have a responsibility in this situation because you 
are trying to protect this law but, of course, you do not have the facili- 
ties with which to keep up with the rapid expansion of military and 
governmental operations. 

I can realize that. 

Dr. Brownetn. We have the same problem on the Federal level, of 
course, of the various activities that go on not always coordinating in 
their planning, and they have the same thing at the local and State 
levels, 

One of the reasons that we were anxious to have the States repre- 
sented in the White House Conference was the bringing together of all 
citizens so that they could see the relationship of school problems to 
the total overall local, State, and Federal situation. 

Mr. Wier. I do not remember, Dr. Brownell, whether these contracts 
entered into by the operator and the municipalities are 1-year contracts 
or whether they have a long duration under which nothing can be done. 

Dr. Browneti. Mr. Grigsby, do you happen to know, or Mr. 
Lillywhite ? 

Mr. Lu.tywnrre. I don’t know whether they are 1 year. 

Mr. Wier. If they are 5 or 10 years, nothing can be done about it. 

Mr. Griessy. The irony of the situation is that, as has been pointed 
out, any of these airfields could be recaptured by the Air Force, and 
then they can do as they did in Mission, Tex. Having recaptured the 
the airfield, they could turn it over to the contractor on a dollar-a-year 
basis for his use. The irony is that Mission, Tex., under that situa- 
tion, is Federal property, and the children are countable, and Mission, 
Tex., get some $5,000 a year assistance under the M. and O. law. 

The other eight bases where they are municipally owned where the 
Air Force has not seen fit to recapture them are not Federal property 
and pe children cannot be counted and the school districts cannot be 
assisted. 

We are not in a position to raise with the Air Force a question of 
why they do not recapture each of these other municipal airfields now 
being used for flight training. 

One of the reasons we suspect is that the municipalities in some in- 
stances have permitted the landing of private and commercial airplanes 
on the strip, but, in any case, the Air Force does not choose to recapture 
these other eight fields which, if it were to do so, would make them 
Federal property. 

Mr. Upatt. itd I may say so, the point that I have tried to labor on 
in this connection is that it seems to me that, since the Federal Govern- 
ment has what we lawyers would call a reversionary interest in these 
bases, has the right, in other words, to retake it at any time, that it 
does have the type of title in it and there is a sufficient ownership there 
that, even if we want to continue to follow the principle that Federal 
ownership is the criterion, we still have something there, some peg 
there on which to hang our argument that there is a type of ownership 
there that even though they have not chosen to exercise the recapture 
clause, if they want to take back the property, they can do so. 

Dr. Brownetu. Mr. Chairman, I want to follow up a point I started 
to make a minute ago on this. 
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This law, as it is set up, was to take care of these two conditions: 
One, loss of taxes; and the other, impact. Our point was that, as 
far as loss of taxes is concerned, they can take care of that through 
their lease agreement locally. The second is that, on this impact, 
I think I am correct in saying that they are, under ‘the existing law. 
taken care of as far as impact is concer ned because this is Feder “al 
yroperty and, if there is an impact by Federal contract, they come 
in on that the same as any other Federal contract. 

Is that true, Mr. Grigsby ? 

Mr. Griessy. It is true that under Public Law 874 they can come 
in under section 4a providing they meet the requirements of the 
5 percent increase over the preceding year in the current year, in 
which case they can qualify for payment based on the amount neces. 

sary on a showing of need by the contract to provide education at the 
level of that comparable school district, and half of that for the second 
year if they still qualify on the need basis. 

Mr. Ruopes. In these eight instances, I take it that none of the 
school districts involved met the other criteria for getting money 
under Public Law 874? 

Mr. Griessy. Under section 4a. Is that true, Mr. Lillywhite? 

Mr. Litzywurre. I think all of them have met the criteria under 
section 4a, the full amount for the first year and half for the second 
year, but they cannot get it for the third year. All of them are eligible 
under Public Law 815, if they meet the criteria. 

Mr. Wier. Which they do not do? 

Mr. Littywntre. Some of them have other Federal activities and 
some have met the criteria under Public Law 815. 

Mr. Ruopes. That puts a different light on the situation. If we 
treated them any differently than any other community, we would 
be giving a preference. 

Mr. Lintywnrre. Some of them request continuing aid under Public 
Law 874 because »* least some of them have met it for the first 2 years. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Frelinghuysen ? 

Mr. Frevincuvysen. I have no questions. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Metcalf? 

Mr. Mercatr. I have no questions. 

Mr. Perkins. Dr. Browneil, what is the next amendment? 

Mr. Wrer. Mr. Chairman, let me make this suggestion. We have 
a limited time because, as I presume you understand, we are going 
to have a rolleall on the farm bill. That will probably come up soon 
after 12 o’clock. I would like to get to some of these cases where 
there was a preponderance of need as on the 3 percent and on the 
floor, the 20 percent. 

Mr. Perkins. I agree with you. 

Mr. Wrrr. Practically every witness took a shot at those. 

Mr. Perxrns. Let us discuss the 3 percent absorption right now. 

What are your views there, Doctor, toward eliminating the 3 per- 
cent absorption provision? Do you have any objection to the elimi- 
nation of the provision out of the present law ? 

Dr. Browne. I think that our position with reference to the 5 
percent absorption is the same as it was a year ago; namely, that that 
is a part of the requirements that are set up to make it what you call a 

balanced bill, and we feel that, when you modify one of those provi- 
sions, that to that extent there tends to be a removal of one of the ele- 
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ments in the balanced bill. Now, the amendments, as I understand it, 
not only propose to eliminate the so-called 3 percent absorption re- 
quirement, but also to eliminate the 3 percent eligibility requirements 
and require for eligibility only a minimum of 10 children, and we 
estimate that the additional cost of that kind of provision would be in 
the neighborhood of $35 million. 

Now, the 3 percent absorption situation has been so fully discussed 
that I think that is pretty well understood. 

On this matter of the minimum requirement of 10 children, if it were 
set at that as the point at which Federal impact might be a burden on 
any school district, that abandons almost any realistic measure of the 
financial burden on a school district imposed by Federal activity, par- 
ticularly when it comes to our. large school systems; New York, 
Chicago, Detroit, any of our large cities. 

If you say the minimum number of children counted for a point at 
which Federal impact begins, obviously you bring in all of those cities 
for a considerable amount of money under that change in requirement. 
Therefore, we would feel that that would be an unwise amendment to 
make. 

Mr. Perxins. The provision was waived, as you understand, in the 
law for the past fiscal year. 

Dr. Brownei. Yes. 

Mr. Perxiys. So you had no difficulty in administration with that ! 

Dr. Brownew. In terms of the administration, the problem of ad- 
ministering it without the 3 percent absorption is no particular admin- 
istrative problem. In fact, a good many of these changes that have 
been suggested can be handled administratively. I think that that isa 
minor consideration on our part. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wier. I approach this now that I would support the elimination 
of the 3 percent absorption but I still retain the same views that I had 
in 1949 and 1950 that, on the basis of need which this bill makes, one of 
the prime objectives, I was rather surprised to find cities like Denver 
and San Francisco crawling in under this tent, because it was our posi- 
tion originally that in cities of the first class all over the United States 
with their taxing ability and their valuations of tremendous wealth in 
their cities, there could be no excuse for a hardship. This bill was 
aimed at municipalities that were isolated, where Uncle Sam came in 
and bloated them, 

Very frankly, I speak for Minneapolis here. Minneapolis has the 
facilities. We have the valuation and we have the property and we 
have the means, Any time that the people of the city want to vote 
favorably upon a referendum for a millage increase or some other type 
of tax, the city of Minneapolis can well afford to do that. 

I am rather reluctant to put this bill in the category of aid to large 
municipalities, maybe first- and second-class cities. I never could 
understand how San Francisco sneaked in under this bill with all of 
the wealth they have, or Denver with the potential wealth that they 
have in that community. They are not hard-pressed communities, in 
my opinion, for schoo] purposes. 

Dr. Browne, I assume that that is one of the reasons that the 
Deore provisions were included in the bill as it was originally 
passed, 
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Mr. Wier. They are two quite different questions. You relate them 
but, as a matter of fact, you have not been using the 3 percent 
absorption. 

Dr. Browne. That was put in the law and, when it came time to 
go into effect, there was a postponement and a subsequent postpone- 
ment so that actually, as I understand it, the 3 percent absorption has 
never gone into effect. 

It is not called 3 percent absorption, but that label has been at- 
tached to it. 

Mr. Wier. You use it in qualifying but you do not put it into effect. 

Dr. Browne.u. That is because we have been directed by congres- 
sional action not to put it into effect. 

Mr. Wier. Putting my position very plainly, I am opposed to it 
also, but I am more or less in accord with the theory that no city of 
the first class in the United States, Atlanta, Ga.; Houston, Tex. ; Phoe- 
nix or Tucson, Ariz., should qualify, because those cities have within 
their taxing powers immense wealth. I do not think they are identical 
from the approach of the objective of the bill. 

Dr. Browneti. The amendment itself would be amended here by 
eliminating the 3 percent absorption and also by this other provision. 

Mr. Wier. I was only talking about the 3 percent. You brought in 
the other one. 

I think, personally, that it could be done on the 3 percent, and I 
might have reservations about the 10 children. 

Mr. Perxrns. I recall that we wrote the 3 percent absorption provi- 
sion in 1953, ad it was postponed and has never been in effect. 

Mr. Wier. No, but they are scared of it. 

Mr. Perks. Mr. Rhodes? 

Mr. Ruopes. I was not on the subcommittee in 1953 and I have 
always wondered how we arrived at the formula. As I understand it, 
the 3 percent refers to absorbing a number of people equal to 3 percent 
of the non-Federal pupils in the school district. Is that correct? 

Dr. Brownetu. I was not Commissioner at that time either, so that 
I am not sure that I can give all the reasoning back of it, but I would 
know that I think the point is in line with what Congressman Wier 
has mentioned, that it assumed that the larger school districts are 
able to absorb a certain amount of increase due to federally connected 
children without making as much ef an impact on their problems as 
would be true in a small district, and I think that that was one of the 
provisions which was an attempt to recognize that adjustment. 

Maybe Mr. Conley, who I believe was working on the bill, could 
explain it a little more clearly than that. 

Mr. Coney. The original bill proceeded on the idea that there ought 
to be some substantial burden or some burden, and it was written in 
as a condition to any aarp that there be, as an eligibility condition 
at least, a provision that the Federal children at least equal 3 percent 


of the whole attendance; as I say, the theory being that, if there were 
not any more Federal children than that, that there was really no 
appreciable burden, and that the income flowing from the activity by 
way of sales taxes, income taxes, and so forth, compensated for that 
number of children. 

In the case of the large cities whose school attendance was in excess 
of, I think, 35,000, the law wrote a higher percentage which was in 
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terms of 6 percent, so that on the normal school district they had a 
3 percent and on the large cities they had a 6 percent. 

Mr. Ruopes. If you were forcing a school district to absorb a certain 
number of the Federal pupils per year, I think it would be more 
realistic. ‘When you have jobs created in a community, you -always 
have other people coming in who are not federally impacted. 

The way it is now the more of those people you have the more you 
have to absorb of the Federal pupils. It seems like you are dealing 
in horses and rabbits, that because you have a certain number of 
rabbits, that you have to absorb an équal number of horses. 

Mr. Coney. I think I can explain the shift from the 3 percent of 
the total attendance to 3 percent of the non-Federal attendance. The 
original law was, as I say, on total attendance. The 1953 amendment 
was designed to, in efféct, give the school districts a break because, in- 
stead of having 3 percent of the total, they only had to meet 3 percent 
of the non-Federal. The other reason was that, after all, the burden 
on the school district is better measured by the number of non-Federal 
children. 

If you take a district that has 5 percent of Federal and 95 percent 
of non-Federal, it seems to us to make sense to apply to the non-Federal 
as a measure of just what the impact is. 

Mr. Ruopes. Well, the chances are pretty good in a situation like 
that that the district would not be shite to qualify anyway because it 
would not have enough numbers. 

Mr. Contey. That is true, and the idea was that it probably should 
not qualify. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is right. 

Mr. Contey. That was because, if the Federal children were so 
small a proportion of the whole, or even the non-Federal, there was 
no substantial burden and it would be compensated by the ordinary 
returns that a community could expect from the income-producing 
activity in the area. 


Mr. Ruopes. Is there ay way, Dr. Brownell, or have you given 
a 


any study to a better formula or one that might more nearly meet the 
objections which I have voiced? I do not know whether anybody 
else shares them. 

Dr. BrowNnEtu. We have indicated earlier, when you were not here, 
that we have established a group of consultants on a sort of committee 
basis, and are making a complete study of this whole 815 and 874 
situation to see what would appear to be any contimuing Federal 
responsibility, and also see if we can come up with a somewhat simpli- 
fied way of meeting the Federal responsibility, so that we are exploring 
these various possible ways of handling the question of Federal re- 
sponsibility and the impact. We will not, however, be able to complete 
that study in time for congressional action at this time, which is the 
reason that we recommended that the existing law 815 be extended 
for 2 years without extensive amendment, because we felt that, rather 
than go through the process of extensive amendment when we were 
trying to come up with a long-range approach to it, that that was 
the better thing to do. 

Mr. Ropes. Would it not be wy! intelligent on our part to 
continue the status quo, in other words, the suspension of the 3-percent 
absorption clause application until that study is completed ? 
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Dr. Browneit. I think that our position on that is that we stil] 
think that the 3 percent absorption, as written into the bill, was ap- 
propriate and it would be appropriate to go ahead. On the other 
hand, we would be quite frank in saying that we would be no worse 
off with the 3-percent amendment. being postponed for a year than we 
are at the present time. That is the situation. 

Mr. Wier. I would only have one request in connection with my 
colleague’s comment. I saw some of your eligibility applications ‘aa | 
remembering a very simple law which we had in 1950, either we or you 
are beginning to make the eligibility application look like an income- 
tax return. That makes it difficult for me to try to help a super- 
intendent in my district who is desirous of deciphering just what he 
is entitled to. 

I know that we have that difficulty because we have the classes of 
schoolchildren, the A’s, the B’s, and the C’s. I know that you have 
to have those differentials. 

Dr. Browne. I think it is very important in the long run situa- 
tion of this sort for us to approach the thing on the basis of a few basic 
things we are trying to do, and to have as simple a law to administer 
as possible. It is quite unrealistic to assume that we can provide a 
a law here that will deal with all of the variations that exist in 60,000 
school districts in this country and hope to do individual justice. 
I know that because I worked through the process of State aid pro- 
grams in a number of States, and I know that when you set up a 
program where you try to make adjustments between schedl districts 
and you think you have done a good job, then some other people in 
the next session of the legislature come up and show how, from their 
point of view, the thing is not dealing fairly with them so that they 
propose changes to meet their particular conditions. When you do 
that, you throw some other school districts out of line. It is a constant 
process of trying to make those adjustments if you try to do it in terms 
of all the specifics that may exist in your different school districts, 

That is the reason why we are trying to approach our study in terms 
of a few rather basic principles, to see if we cannot simplify the 
approach as far as the Federal Government is concerned. 

I will admit that it is a tough job. 

Mr. Wier. Under the original objectives and under the original 
intent of the committee that drew up this federally impacted school 
bill, I do not think there would have been any question as te the 
responsibility of the Air Force in these nine training schools because 
the word “responsibility” is very definite in there. Certainly you and 
I must admit that the Air Force is responsible even though, through 
a maneuver, they still, as my colleague from Arizona said, retain own- 
ership whenever they want it of that airfield. The Air Force entered 
into the contract, not the municipality. 

Mr. Fretincuuryspn. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Wier. Yes. 

Mr. Fre.incHuysen. I am wondering, in connection with this sub- 
ject, about the possibility of a general School Construction Assistance 
Act. There has been discussion that that might affect the impacted 
school district, among others. Apparently there is little likelihood 
that. we are going to get such an act in this session at least. I wondered 
whether that would change the picture so far as these school districts 
are concerned ? 
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Dr. Brownew.. I think that any act that went into effect in the 
way of a School Construction Act should have a provision that would 
make it clearer that, if a district came in under the terms of the general 
School Construction Act, it was not eligible under the Federally 
Impacted Act, or vice versa; in other words, that there should be no 
duplication of payments. Since we do not know what the terms of a 
general School Construction Act might be, it would be a little diffi- 
cult to say how it would affect any of these federally affected districts 
at the present time. 

Mr. Win. I think I can agree with my colleague, Mr. Metcalf, that 
the Kelley bill provides for a division. 

Mr. Frevinenvursen. I was wondering whether that would not 
affect the situation to some degree if we could get a general school 
construction bill through. 

Dr. Browne. I think it would perhaps in some instances. Just 
what they would be, I couldn’t tell you at this time. 

Mr. Mereaur. It would certainly, though, take care of some of these 
borderline or questionable cases that we are not able to take care of 
under the impact laws. 

Dr. Browne. I would hope that any general school construction 
aid bill, as I think is provided in the ones that are being seriously con- 
sidered, would direct that the funds would go to the districts econom- 
ically most in need, and under those conditions it would mean that, 
where there was distress that. might be caused not only by Federal 
activities but by other activities, those districts would be assisted. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. In theory at least there is no question that 
the Federal aid program is aimed at those districts which need it most 
and do not have the capacity to meet that need. 

Dr. Browne. That is correct. 

Mr. Fretancuuysen. For that reason you might say that we do not 
want to broaden the scope of a specialized program such as this if 
there is going to be available more general assistance to that school 
district that is in trouble. 

Dr. Brownetz. Yes. I think I would point out that, in connection 
with these proposals as I have gone over them, the question of need is 
not aren Ls an element. By that I mean the economic need of 
the community. 

These are introduced in terms of the fact that the community has 
some kind of a Federal activity and, therefore, there is a proposal to 
justify the Federal Government coming into the community and help- 
ing it. Whether the community is a wealthy district or whether it is 
a so-called poor district, the whole point here is that those who are pro- 
posing these amendments want to secure funds from the Federal 
Government to assist in the support of their schools; either a school 
building or the operation of the schools; because there is some kind of 
a Federal activity that they can show that is operating in their com- 
munity, and the element of whether it is a so-called poor district or 
a so-called rich district does not enter into the picture. 

Mr. Wier. Mr. Chairman, we heard considerable about that 20 per- 
cent floor. I think that most of the representatives appearing before 
us raised the question. ‘ 

Dr. Browne t. Is this the one under Public Law 815 on retroactive 
payments? 

Mr. Wier. That is one of them. 

76765—56——28 
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Dr. Brownexu. Let me comment on the retroactive payments under 
the public law. That is the school construction. There are two types 
of payment that would be authorized by section 201 of this H. R. 10297, 
One would be payments resulting from a recomputation of entitle- 
ments providing for higher rates of Federal payment per child, and 
the other providing opportunity for school districts to make applica- 
tion for approval of additional construction projects to cover any 
unclaimed entitlements calculated under the new rates as applied to 
previous applications. 

Now, the basic question is whether or not Federal payments made 
under the original act and the two extensions were too low to dis- 
charge equitably the Federal responsibility, and this Department 
does not believe that their previous rates of payment have been less 
than generous. 

The retroactive feature of these provisions is, we think, highly 
questionable and creates a precedent for making retroactive any other 
liberalizing change in the law, and greatly increases the cost with little 
or no justification from the standpoint of meeting needs for which the 
Federal Government has a responsibility. 

Then, in addition, the retroactive payment feature presents certain 
problems, particularly without statutory guidance for making a 
determination as to whether or not a school district had provided “a 
maximum amount of local funds for school construction purposes.” 

In administering that, the opportunities for disputes seem to us 
rather large, and the possibilities for inequities are great when the 
States vary so very much in their bonded indebtedness limitations 
and, as far as the Department is concerned, we are opposed to reopen- 
ing the question of the old unclaimed entitlements. 

In some cases, additional school housing was not needed at that time, 
so that additional projects were not submitted .although the school 
district had some remaining entitlement, and all applicants, we be- 
lieve, have had a full and equal opportunity to file their part 2 project 
requests and it would only result in administrative confusion and 
favored treatment to certain selected schools districts, we believe, to 
reopen the situation. 

Mr. Perkins. Now, Dr. Brownell, I notice that you vigorously 
oppose the retroactive payments for school construction under section 
201. How much do you estimate it will cost to make those payments! 

Dr. Brownetu. Mr. Grigsby ? 

Mr. Gricssy. It is difficult to estimate that. It will run in the most 
conservative estimate between $40 million and $60 million. 

You see, the difficulty there is that you set up 3 new criteria for 
eligibility really for these retroactive payments: (1) that the school 
district must have as of June 30, 1956, federally connected children 
who constitute 20 percent of the total membership of the school dis- 
trict as of that date. That we can get at by way of estimate. 

Then there is this second condition that they have made the maxi- 
mum effort in terms of utilization of their bonding capacity under 
State limitation. That we cannot get at without application before us. 

Then there are two other conditions. There is a third condition 
having to do with the need for buildings in terms of unhoused children 
as of June 30, 1956; and then a requirement that they give assurance 
to the Commissioner that they will utilize funds paid for construction 
of school facilities. 
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As nearly as we can make any statement, and granting that there 
are possible errors of estimate in this thing, it would run at least 
¢40 million to $60 million. 

Mr. Perxrins. Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wier. While we are talking about money, I think we ought to 
know and at least the subcommittee ought to answer this question, 
aside from the bill: How much money did your Department get for 
the operation of 815 and 874 for the year 1955? 

Mr. Ruopes. Would you separate those two? 

Mr. Wier. He can do that. I do not think that anyone here could 
answer that question if we were asked. 

What was the cost of this program for the last year? I know what 
the appropriations were, but we have made several appropriations and 
I do not know the total. 

Mr. Upatu. You are referring to 1956? 

Dr. Browneit. You want to know the cost of administration from 
salaries and expenses, separate from the grants? 

Mr. Wier. No, what the Congress gave you for the grants them- 
selves, because we are going to have to talk in terms of money if there 
is any liberalization, so that I would like to be able to answer the 
question : How much did this cost last year? My colleague, Mr. 
Rhodes, would like to have it divided between the two bills. 

Mr. Griessy. For fiscal 1955 or 1956? 

Mr. Fre,ineuvuysen. It would not do any harm to have both years. 

Mr. Wrer. It is all right. I want some figures so that I can in- 
telligently answer that question when it is propounded. 

Dr. Brownext. I think what you want is the appropriation, not 
just what was spent, because the money, of course, laps over in terms 
of spending from year to year on these buildings. 

Mr. Wier. I do not think you have had any reserve left over. I 
think you have run out of money each year. 

Dr. Brownett. You make your obligation, your allocation, and 
then actually it will run over the actual payments. You make the 
initial payment and you then make later payments as far as 815 is 
concerned, so that it may go over. 

Mr. Wier. When I used the words “1955,” I am using that because 
you have had a full year. Some might say that that is 1954 and 
1955. I do not think that you can cite 1955 and 1956, because we are 
not in that yet. 

Mr. Griessy. Only in terms of an appropriation. 

Dr. Browneuu. I will check these figures here in case there is any 
error, but, so that you will have them right now, the appropriation 
for maintenance and operation was $75 million. 

Mr. Frevinenursen. In which year? 

Dr. Browne. For fiscal year 1955. For 815, the school construc- 
tion, it was $94 million. 

Mr. Wrer. What was the other one ? 

Dr. BrowneEtu. $75 million. 

Mr. Wier. That is $165 million? 

Dr. Brownsguy. The total appropriations for M. and O. and for 
the construction run in the neighborhood of pretty close to $1 billion 
since the beginning. It is about $980 million. The figures that are 
given here are that, since the beginning, it has been about $620 mil- 
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lion for school construction and about $377 million for the mainte- 
nance and operation. 

Mr. Wier. That is almost a billion dollars. 

Dr. Browne.u. That gets us pretty close to it. 

Mr. Frevinenuysen. That is through what fiscal year ? 

Dr. Browne. Through this current fiscal year of 1956. 

Mr. FreiincHuysen. Do we have any figures as to the rate in 1956 
comparable to the figures you just gave us for 1955 of $75 million and 
$94 million ? 

Dr. Browne. I do not have it with me but I can supply it for the 
record. 

(The figures referred to follow :) 


Fiscal year 1956 appropriation 


Public Law 874 (maintenance and operation) : 
Regular 
Supplemental (pending) 


Total for year 
Public Law 815 (construction) : 
Regu 
Supplemental (pending) 


Total for year 


= 


Mr. Wier. I think we are going to have to have those figures. 
Dr. Brownetz. I might say that in the annual report on this bill, 
which I think was furnished to each member of this committee, you 


will find most of those figures, but we will draw those together. 

Mr. Perkins. The same type of report shows $194 million for fiscal 
1956 for both laws. 

Mr. Udall? 

Mr. Upatt. I have no questions. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Rhodes? 

Mr. Ruopes. I have no questions. 

Mr. Perxtins. Mr. Frelinghuysen ? 

Mr. Freiincnursen. I would Like to get back to this retroactive 
provision. Your feeling is that there has not been sufficient hardship 
shown generally in school districts to warrant applying a principle 
of retroactivity because of the evils which that principle would per- 
haps entail ? 

r. Browne.u. That is correct. 

Mr. Fretancuuysen. In other words, that there is a considerable 
amount of money to which school districts would become newly en- 
titled if we were to allow such a provision as this, even though at the 
time they applied for the funds perhaps they were not entitled to that 
much, or even though, when they were entitled to it, they failed to 
make formal application even though they knew there was a deadline 
beyond which theoretically they would not be able to get the money! 

Dr. Brownetu. That is correct. 

When what you are eying, te do is to provide equitable treatment 
for all school districts and then you open up on a retroactive basis, 
it is almost impossible to find out how many other districts there 
are that might have qualified if they had known about the conditions, 
but they just didn’t happen, for one reason or another, to know what 
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‘the conditions were, and it is hard to know why, if you are going 
on a retroactive basis, you should stop at the time when this law 
started because there were Federal impacts before that time, and then 
you get into an extremely difficult position of trying to treat dis- 
tricts —— when you try to open up the situation in the past 
because they all had an equal and fair opportunity to make applica- 
tion under the law. 

As far as the Federal Government is concerned, I think it has 
treated them all as fairly as it could. 

Mr. FretincHursen. You are suggesting that there would be an 
administrative nightmare even opening it up as far as this; and that 
if you opened it more, it would perhaps become administratively im- 
possible to distinguish the good claim from the bad ? 

Dr. Brownetu. The only administrative feature that I think is 
very difficult here is where it calls for determining whether they have 
made & maximum amount of effort using a maximum amount of local 
funds for school construction purposes, because, in terms of equity, 
in each session of the legislature you have some States that change 
the condition of their bonding limits and so school districts that may 
today have reached their bonding limitations under State law next 
year may be able to, under a changed law, provide for the schools. 
That has happened in a good many of our States within the last 2 
or 3 years. They may have gone ahead and, under the State laws, 


have now been able to get this school that they needed although they 
may have been handicapped at that particular time. It simply meant 
that they were delayed and, if they can change their bonded limit 


from 5 percent to 10 percent of the assessed valuation, and some of 
them have, that is where they got the relief for their overcrowded 
situation. 

Mr. FretincHuysen. You feel that the basic job should be to de- 
termine the present Federal responsibility in this field rather than to 
go back and change the rules as to what their responsibility should 
have been in the past but was not under the law at that time? 

Dr. Browneuw. I think that is the fair and equitable thing to do. 

Mr. Wier. Dr. Brownell, in connection with that, you said that it 
would be rather difficult to express the number of schools. Appar- 
ently though, you have an idea, because I think your office would 
know the school districts that have attempted this or applied or ap- 
proses it, so that I was wondering if your office had any idea, fol- 
owing up Mr. Frelinghuysen’s comment? It is quite freely one of 
the objectives of school districts, is it not? Do you not have quite a 
number of requests as to whether there is not some way to qualify for 
this retroactively ¢ 

Mr, Frevancnursen. If there is no legal obligation, I do not sup- 
pose there is much likelihood that the school district, if in distress, 
would apply. ; 

Dr. BrowneELL. We don’t know whether we have requests from 10 
percent of those or whether it is 90 percent of those that write in 
to find out about it. 

Mr. Wier. The reason I asked that question, Mr. Frelinghuysen, is 
because a number of our witnesses said that they had been denied 
what they thought was justified relief under this proposed amend- 
ment, so that I presume that there are any number of districts to 
which you have had to say “No.” 
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Mr. Griessy. The testimony of those witnesses, as I understand it, 
went chiefly to this question of the rate of payment. 

Mr. Wier. That is true. 

Mr. Gricssy. This proposal is to increase the rate of payment for 
the 305 (a) 2 child, that is the child of the parent who lives on or whose 
parent is employed on Federal property, but not both from the 50 
percent of the State average per pupil cost of constructing facilities to 
70 percent, and also to increase the rate for the 305 (a) 3 child, the 
child of a parent who has come into the community for employment 
in a plant having a defense or Federal contract, to increase that rate 
from 45 percent to 70 percent. 

Now, the argument was chiefly, as I recall listening to it, to the 
effect that 50 percent of the cost of constructing minimum school fa- 
cilities left the school district under the necessity of finding the other 
50 percent from local sources, which it was unable to do by reason 
of the fact that it had, at the same time that it was having this fed- 
erally connected increase, a substantial increase of other children not 
federally connected, which strained its resources to the maximum to 
provide for those children. So it was saying that, in effect, these 
rates were not high enough, they should have been increased, but only 
with respect to those school districts which would meet these new 
criteria of eligibility set out in the act. 

Mr. Wier. I am glad that you mentioned that because that one 
had slipped my mind and that is an important one. That is related 
to the law that now reads about State aid which applies itself to most 
of the Southern States where they have the so-called county unit 
system and the majority of the aid to the school district comes from 
the State rather than the local community. Nearly all of our south- 
ern representatives that appeared before us raised the question of the 
small amount that they get in comparison to neighboring States. 

Mr. Griessy. I think you are on another matter, Mr. Wier. You 
have switched now from 815 construction aid to 874 and the arguments 
that were advanced for a new minimum rate provision under 874. 

Mr. Wier. For instance, there were a number of school districts that 
used the figure of, let us say, 46 per pupil as against the State, in that 
vicinity. 

Mr. Griessy. Is that for maintenance and operation ? 

Mr. Wier. Yes. Nearly all of the Southern States now get most 
of their local aid from the State, which tears down the amount that 
they get from your Department on that local evaluation. 

Dr. Browne. As soon as you get into that, you get into this whole 
concept of an equalization program which was not the original basis 
of the law. 

If you start modifying in that, we feel that again that is a pretty 
fundamental question and we would hesitate to recommend that we 
shift in our basis of this law without much more consideration of the 
problem than the facts in reference to that. That is what we are 
getting into in our study. 

What you are doing when you do that is that it has been proposed 
to shift to a national average and you are approaching this whole 
problem from the standpoint of an equalization in the amount that 
comes from the Federal Government to all States. 
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Mr. Wier. Be that as it may, the fact remains that it is very hard 
for me to justify the question coming from another school area or 
representing a school district that says to me “Roy, how do you justify 
this bill? My school district is getting $46 per pupil. Your school 
district up in Minnesota is getting $90.” 

Dr. Browne. As I understand this, and I am ready to stand cor- 
rected by my colleagues, the approach to the payment was that the 
reason the Federal Government was coming into the picture was to 
reimburse the local school district for its loss in local taxes. 

Mr. Wier. That is right. 

Dr. Browne. Then the answer is that the only way you can find 
that out is not a question of what is paid in local taxes in Minnesota 
if you are talking about Mississippi, or if you are talking about 
Georgia or if you are talking about California, but it is in terms of 
what did the local school districts lose in the way of taxes, with the 
Federal Government paying on that basis. If you are going to another 
concept as to what the Federal Government’s obligation is and saying 
that you are going to pay so much per school district, you have left 
this idea of what you are trying to do being to reimburse the school 
district for its loss of local taxes. 

Mr. Ruopes. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Wier. Yes. 

Mr. Ruopres. We have an element that perhaps we did not have 
when the law was passed. That is the growing trend among the 
States to try to equalize the burden between school districts by in- 
creased school aid. I am afraid that we are discouraging rather 
than encouraging the situation where the State comes in and assumes 
a larger proportion of the burden which the local communities bore. 
Whether the community pays to the local government or to the State, 
still the money operates the schools. 

Personally, I believe in equalization. I certainly would not like to 
see this law or any other law passed which would discourage it. 

I agree with you, however, that as long as the study is going on, we 
probably had better worry along with it for another year until we 
can approach it on a more scientific basis than now. 

Dr. Brownet1. We feel that it is a pretty important consideration, 
and we have under consideration as to whether or not the Federal 
Government, for instance, should approach the problem from the 
standpoint of providing money to the State so that the State can do 
a job of equalization. That is another approach to the problem, and 
it would be a fairly radical change from the principles that were in- 
volved in this particular bill. 

We do not believe that you can appropriately make this kind of a 
change by a patch on the existing bill. 

Mr. Wier. I have always contended, since the bill was passed in 
1950, and I think I told Mr. Lillywhite and the attorneys at that time 
and even the committee that perhaps before we get through with our 
inability to pass a school construction bill all we have to do is to strike 
out of this bill the words “federally impacted,” and put in “distressed.” 
I see the futility of trying to get a school construction bill now. It 
is an argument that you meet on the House floor any time you talk 
about the federally impacted bill. The whole South is on State school 
aid. If you take North Carolina, 80 percent of the school funds come 
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from the State, and 20 percent from the local subdivisions. Those 
school districts that are, in reverse as compared with our northern 
school districts under those conditions today, a little more prosperous, 
and they are raising the local aid so that the difference between my 
State and them under our bill is quite a differential. I do not remember 
just what you are allowing to those impacted districts in my district, 
ut I know it is almost twice as much as North Carolina is getting. 

Mr. Gricspy. If I may remind the gentlemen, the original law 
started out on the theory that the Federal Government would come 
in there in the role of the local taxpayer and make its payment toward 
the support of education in terms of the cost per child just as though 
the local taxpayers did it. It would be neutral as respects the amount 
of school support coming from the State or from local sources. It 
would take the situation as it existed in each State in that respect. 
Then, when the law was amended by Public Law 248 in 1953, there 
was introduced at that time, as you will recall, the concept of a mini- 
mum or floor under the rate which was related to the State average 
per pupil cost. The law said that the minimum rates shall not be less 
than one-half of the State average per pupil cost in the second pre- 
ceding year. 

The minimum-rate concept there introduced moved a bit away from 
the concept of the Federal a aay in the role of a local taxpayer 
in setting a floor related to the State average cost per pupil. 

Now the proposal in this bill moves still further to the concept of a 
national floor or minimum related to the national average cost from 
local sources for each pupil in average daily attendance in the feder- 
ally affected districts. 

That is the national minimum rate proposals and it introduces a 
further minimum rate proposal. They may use that national average 
minimum rate or they may use the local contribution rate not to exceed 
the State average per pupil cost. 

So they, in effect, have three possibilities: They may use the local 
rate based on comparable districts; they may use the national average 
rate as a floor; or they may use their local contribution rate subject 
to a ceiling of the State average per pupil cost. 

Now, as the Commissioner has pointed out, the use of a national 
average as the minimum rate moves you in the direction of equalization 
of payment per federally connected pupil as between States, whereas 
at the present time your minimum rate provision provides for some 
equalization in payment within a State among federally affected 
districts. 

Mr. Wier. What I am trying to point out to you gentlemen here 
representing the Department is that these two bills have been out- 
standing bills and that everybody that has been before our committee 
has commended your Department and commended the Co be- 
cause you have saved a lot of school districts from a very distressed 
condition. We have had almost unanimous consent on these bills 
when they come on the House floor. It has not been a hard job to sell 
the House, but the reason that we are desirous of being able to move 
along on these bills is because we do not want a condition to come up 
on the House floor where a ent of the House or a section of the 
country feels that they are being unfairly treated, discriminated 
nen because of the operation of this bill, not knowing what you have 
said here. 





ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 35] 


It is pretty hard for us to translate to them your position on this. 

Therefore, we want to make this bill a continuing wholeheartedly 
supported bill, and these are the objections we get, and we relay them 
to you here. 

I think the whole committee here is aware of the fact that, of course, 
there will always be an incentive to liberalize and to extend the opera- 
tion of this bill. To make it a better bill is our objective. 

Dr. Browne... I think we want to be sure that this committee is 
aware that what we are trying to do is to see that any proposals to im- 
prove the bill are supported where we can support them. On the 
other hand, we recognize that it is very easy for people who happen 
to be in a particular school district to see how the bill might be modi- 
fied to their benefit, and to make it look more equitable from their 
point of view; but, if applied to the bill as a whole, what we have 
to look at is from the standpoint of the Nation as a whole, that what 
you want is our judgment as to whether it is a good proposal for the 
Nation as a whole rather than just how it may affect a varticular 
district, so that, in our testimony, what we have tried to do is to present 
the facts to let you know how it looks from the overall administration 
point of view that you want to have. 

Mr. Wier. From my individual point of view, I think I have still 
9 or 10 of these impacted school districts and I come here with no 
ammunition. 

Mr. Frevtneuuysen. I do not want to extend the discussion too 
much but, because we do want solid support for what we bring out, I 
would like to return to the retroactive provisions. 

Mr. Perkins. Go ahead. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. As a member of this subcommittee which ex- 
tended this legislation in 1953, I should remember, but surely we 
discussed the reasons for the retroactive provisions which would 
extend the deadlines and allow benefits to certain school districts that 
had claimed entitlements. I assume that we did not include such pro- 
vision at that time and, if it was discussed on the floor, it was not 
included. 

Mr. Perxins. We did not, to take care of those entitlements. 

Mr. Fretineuvuysen. There was some discussion of it, but I do not 
remember what it was. 

Mr. Warnwriéut. We did last year. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. Last year there were some retroactive condi- 
tions that were approved in the school-building field. 

Mr. Watnwrient. That is where the schools had already been 
started on the assumption that they would get their money, and, 
in the good faith of the Government, we paid them for that. 

Mr. Upatu. It was not a matter of changing the rules again. It 
was a matter of altering them to the extent that districts which actu- 
ally practically had the funds in their grasp and in good faith started 
ahead with their projects and lost them because of their eagerness in 
going. ahead, were not going to be deprived of money which cer- 
tainly, from all equitable standpoints, they were entitled to. This, 
as I see it, is a different approach in that we are changing the rules 
of the game and then looking backward and awarding more money. 

I supported Mr. Wainwright’s bill and the others last year. I 
think that most of us looked favorably on it because those school 
districts disentitled themselves due to the fact that they were exercis- 
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ing local initiative, and went right ahead, which is the thing we 
say we want to encourage. 

Dr.Browne ut. I think there was a considerable difference in the 
two situations. 

Mr. Perkins. Dr. Brownell, getting back to this thing that Mr. 
Wier has been discussing as to the objection from some of the repre- 
sentatives from the South about there being so much variance in the 
entitlements, the school superintendents propose to change the for- 
mula which we have discussed and use the national average, I believe, 
in order to raise the amount. 

Dr. Browne. What you are doing under those conditions is 
moving pretty much to the idea of a general school construction or a 
general aid bill for operation and maintenance. That is what this 
has to do with. 

Mr. Perkins. Do you have any objections to changing this for- 
mula so that the payments can be increased in some of these poorer 
areas in the country ; for instance, in the South ? 

Dr. Browne. Yes; to the extent that I think that when you do 
that you have changed a basic intent of the law, and I think that 
is why we have said that, if you are going into a general aid equaliza- 
tion bill, I think that the thing should be considered much more 
fundamentally than just by this proposed amendment. 

Mr. Perxtns. That is about the greatest objection that we have 
heard from the witnesses coming before the committee here. 

Mr. Ruopes. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Perxtns. Go ahead, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. Dr. Brownell, if we do that, are we not in effect 


telling the States and school districts the style to which they should 
become accustomed as far as their schools are concerned, whereas 
now it is based on the cost per pupil and is within the prerogative 
of the local schoo] district or the State to either raise or lower! 
If we base our payment on national average, conceivably at least we 
might be paying all the costs in certain districts and a very smal] 


proportion in others. 

Dr. Browne, Yes. I think there are a number of serious ques- 
tions that have to be considered as to what would be the effect on 
incentive for local and State supported schools if we made that 
kind of a change. : 

Mr. Perxrns. I just wanted to get your thinking clearly before 
the committee along that line. 

Mr. Wier. Let me remind the chairman that three of us over here 
are discussing the question of: Are you not moving away from States 
rights now ¢ 

r. Perkins. I do not think so. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. We are simply underlining the importance 
of doing something about the general school construction assistance 
bill. 

Dr. Brownett. I want to be sure that I am clear in the statement 
that I made here. 

I think that that problem needs to be considered but I do not think 
that, in the proposals that are made here, the appropriate thing to 
do is to amend our existing laws by that kind of an amendment 
which moves us from one approach which was basic to the law into 
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another area without being much more sure of the consequences than 
I think we can be at the present time. 

Mr. Perxins. If we change this formula, could you give an idea 
of the additional cost it would bring about annually ¢ 

Dr. Browne. I think we have some estimates on it. 

Mr. Griespy. We made an estimate of about $12 million addi- 
tional cost if we moved to the national average-local contribution 
rate. 

If in addition, as the bill proposes, a district may elect to use its 
own local contribution rate, subject to a ceiling of the State average 
per pupil cost, you get $17 million in additional cost instead of 
$12 million. 

Now, how that distributes, though, is something else, and we can- 
not run that down very well until we actually have applications on 
which to make the computations. 

You see, the way this thing is phrased, this national average is 
based upon an averaging of the local contribution rates of all the 
applicant districts in the current year, but using data for the pre- 
ceding year as to their expenditures from local revenue sources. So, 
the effect of that is that you have to wait until all of the applications 
are in, determine those that are eligible in terms of the other eligi- 
bility requirement in the law, and then compute a local contribution 
rate for each of them and average it for the Nation before you can 
determine what the minimum rate provision is, and that will be 
late in the school year before you can make that determination of 
the minimum local contribution rate. 

Mr. Perkins. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Mercatr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Perxrys. Go ahead. 

Mr. Metrcaur. Dr. Brownell, when the Kelley bill was before this 
committee, Mr. Wainwright introduced an amendment that suggested 
that no payment would be made unless the State had a 50-percent 
matching provision. That is, I think, still part of the suggested Fed- 
eral aid program suggested by your Department. 

Dr. Browne. That is for school construction ? 

Mr. Mercatr. Yes. Is that not inconsistent with your insistence 
here that you will not pay any benefits for State aid but you are just 
going to pay for the local ? 

Dr. Brownetu. I don’t think it is inconsistent at all because the 
purpose of the law when it was set up was that the reason the Federal 
Government went in there was to offset a loss of taxes or to take care 
of a special impact to the local school district. 

Now, if you move in the other direction, what you are doing is talk- 
ing ae a general school bill. 

r. Mercaur. You are going to insist in the general school bill that 
there be State aid, and you are going to insist in this special bill that 
there be no State aid, that there be local aid. 

Mr. Warnwricut. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mercatr. Yes. 

Mr. Warnwrient. I think the fundamental philosophy behind the 
administration school bill is to stimulate the States and schools, par- 
ticularly the States. 

Mr. Mercatr. The gentleman said that. 
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Mr. Warnwreieut. That is not the purpose of this bill. There is the 
difference right there. 

The purpose of this bill is not to stimulate States. The purpose of 
this bill is to make communities whole that have been hurt by the 
Federal Government. 

Dr. Brownetu. To make a reimbursement for a loss caused by Fed- 
eral activity. 

Mr. Mercatr. Then at the end of the second year after the legis- 
latures meet, you are going to leave the legislators in an impossible 
au cg because the legislators from areas that want to get aid under 

ublic Law 815 will have to oppose legislation that will permit their 
State to cooperate with the Kelley bill. 

Dr. Brownett. That is not at all the case. 

Mr. Contey. May I point out, sir, that under 815 the assumption 
of the formula under 815 is that there is no State contribution to school 
construction, and it is not true under 874. 

Mr. Mercatr. That is exactly the point I am trying to raise. You 
assume under 815 that there is no State assistance whatsoever. 

Dr. Brownetu. For school construction. 

Mr. Mercatr. For school construction. Under the Kelley bill you 
are going to force the State to give assistance to every district. | 
think you are playing both sides of the court there. 

Dr. Brownztu. I think there is a misunderstanding there. In 815, 
the Federal Government is saying to the local community that, if taxes 
have been taken off their ra, pee: at district tax roll because property 


has been taken over by the Federal Government, then the Federal 


Government has an obligation to reimburse the school districts so that 
they can go ahead and provide the schools. 

Secondly, 815 says that, if the local school district has a large in- 
crease in school population brought in by a Federal activity, then the 
Federal Government will provide reimbursement to the local school 
district to take care of that particular situation. 

Now, 815 does not relate to providing the State with any reimburse- 
ment for any of the State expenditures for school purposes. This was 
set up, when it was set up and approved by the Congress, as a program 
for the local school district. Now, if you move into the area that is 
proposed by these amendments, what you are doing is to move into 
a situation in which you are then saying that you are going to look 
at the total school costs, not the local school costs but the school costs 
as provided by the State and by the local community, and you are 
moving into the area of providing the local school district again 
with money in terms of what the State does as well as the local com- 
munity, and you are bringing in a new factor. 

Now, I just want to make it clear that it is perfectly possible to 
set up a law which would take into account both the local and the 
State, but that is not what is in 815 at the present time. If you move 
into trying to recognize the State problem as well as the local problem, 
then I think these amendments do not deal with that particular prob- 
lem at all, and you have ways of taxation open to the State that are 
not open to the local community, and you have moved away entirely 
from the original concept of 815. 

Mr. Mercaur. But, Dr. Brownell, you would like to have it one way 
in the Kelley bill and it is not in the bill now but it is in your admin- 
istration recommendations ? 
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Dr. Brownetu. Yes. 

Mr. Mercatr. Would you like to have all the school construction 
made by State tax money ; 

Dr. Browne... I don’t think that anyone has ever said that. 

Mr. Mercatr. That is the direction in which you are insisting the 
— go in that they do all the matching themselves from State 
funds. 

Mr. Ruopes. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mercatr. Surely. 

Mr. Ruopzs. I am afraid the gentleman is again confusing horses 
with rabbits. Comparing 815 with the Kelley bill is about the same 
thing. 

The fundamental concepts are so different because in 815 you have 
a grant-in-aid more or less in lieu of taxes. 

r. Brownetu. That is what it is basically. 

Mr. Mercatr. The point I am making and the point that the ad- 
ministration is constantly trying to force upon us is that they are 
insisting that States change their tax laws in order to comply with 
their different concepts. 

Mr. Ruopes Not their tax laws. 

Mr. Mercatr. Dr. Brownell wants to put a club over every State 
legislature to change the tax laws. 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. A carrot, not a club. 

Mr. Mercatr. He wants to put a carrot in front of every State legis- 
lature to change its tax laws in order to receive school construction 
funds, but then he wants to say that a State like Illinois gets more 
money for each local district because it has a system of local financing 
of school construction for the purposes of 815, and the State which 
has an entire State system of financing for school construction would 
get no money whatsoever. 

Mr. Ruopes. Unless I misunderstood Dr. Brownell, what he said 
was that he thought the problem needed to be studied on equaliza- 
tion between those States which were furnished local money and 
those which were furnished State aid, but that we do not know 
enough about it to decide now. 

Dr. Brownetu. That is essentially correct. Again, I want to see 
if I can make it clear that the purpose of 815 is not an equalization 
law. It is not a general school construction law. What it is is that 
it is the reimbursement to local school districts for a Federal operation 
in that particular region. 

Now, there is a difference in the way in which you determine how 
much you reimburse and the approach which the general school 
construction bill has which is how you deal with all of the States in 
order to get them to increase the amount of school construction so 
that you can have all the children housed in schools. One was an 
overall school construction bill which is not a reimbursement bill. 
The other is to reimburse the local district for something that has 
happened because of Federal activities, and I think that your ap- 
proach has to be different in those two cases. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mercatr. Yes. 

Mr. Fre.tincuuysen. I wonder if this discussion does not bring 
us back to the question I asked at the start of the discussion. That 
is whether the possibility that we may get a general construction bill 
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will not affect our thinking regarding these impacted areas? It js 
not inconceivable that, if we should get some such bill through, and as 
I say there seems no great likelihood that we will, that this in itself 
will change our thinking as to what is necessary along the lines of 
reimbursement embodied in 815 and 874. 

If it is an effective program and if it is applied to areas of greatest 
need and if it could be used in those districts which have previously 
been getting impacted aid and assistance, we might have something 
that would be more comprehensive and would, to a large degree at 
least, supply what we have been supplying under this kind of concept. 

Dr. Browne tz. I think it might on your impact. I think, how- 
ever, that in terms of Federal activities that the general school con- 
struction bill would not take care of all of the situations. 

Let me illustrate. You have a school district where a large part of 
the land in the school district is taken over for a Federal activity, 
and it brings in a lot of families. They live there. They have to have 
new school construction because they live on the Federal property. 
I question whether the general school construction bill, any of them, 
that has been proposed, would entirely take care of that situation. 

Mr. Fre_incuvuysen. It would not do so entirely, but it certainly 
could narrow the scope of a program of this kind and therefore 
might let us confine our thinking to a relatively small field. Perhaps 
in the process we could change some of our concepts as to how the aid 
should be made available to the impacted school districts, a general 
philosophy of aid under this school construction assistance program. 

Dr. Browne.ti. We might be able to stick much more closely to 
this idea that it is a reimbursement for a particular situation there, 
and not have quite so much pressure in terms of the so-called hardship 
cases that may not be due just to the Federal activities. 

Mr. Perxtns. Go ahead, Mr. Wainwright. 

Mr. Watnwrient. The hour is getting late. I have delayed in 
asking this question. I do not know whether it is an unfair question 
or whether you have prepared your thinking on it, but, assuming 
Dr. Grigsby’s explanation of the original philosophy of this law, to 
which I will wholeheartedly subscribe, where the Federal Govern- 
ment has come in and corrected a wrong which it created which I 
think is as simple a statement as you can make of the original purpose 
of this, have you any feeling as to making such a proposition perma- 
nent, or whether you would like to come in with hat in hand every 
year on this subject? 

Dr. Browne. We are very much of the opinion that there are con- 
tinuing conditons that ought to be handled by a continuing law, and 
we have this group of consultants that are working with us to try to 
develop legislation that we could propose at the next session of the 
Congress that would recognize any continuing Federal responsibility 
by a continuing Federal law. 

Mr. Wainwrient. I do not want to put words into your mouth, but 
I gather that your answer means that by next year, either early or late, 
it is quite possible that the Department may come Bp with a recom- 
mendation for permanency in some areas of this field 

Dr. Browne.u. That is my hope. 

Mr. Warnwricut. Thank you. 

Mr. Perkins. Dr. Brownell, it is nearing 12 o’clock. 
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Under 874, the bill that I introduced, we have 5 proposed amend- 
ments, and under 815 we have also 5 amendments. Leaving aside the 
3-percent-absorption provision, are you in favor of any of these 
amendments. 


Dr. Brownetu. I shall have to say that we are not in favor of any 
of the amendments. 

Mr. Perkins. Now, for the convenience of the subcommittee, would 
you mind briefly giving the committee your views in writing on each 
amendment in order that, when we do go into executive session, if any 
question comes up we will have your answer to the proposal 

Dr. Browneti. We have already submitted, Mr. Chairman, our 
comments on the provisions for each one of these amendments. 

Mr. Perkins. That is all right. 

Dr. Browne.ty. When you come to the executive session if there are 
any items on which I can be of assistance or the members of the staff, 
if you will let me know we will try to explain things that may not be 
clear in the report. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Wier, do you want to speak to any amendment at 
this time ? 

Mr. Wrer. No. I want to take this opportunity to express my 
appreciation for all of the cooperation that I have received from your 
Department in my district and also express my appreciation for your 
enlightenment here today because I know how diversified some of 
these problems are and how complex this whole problem is. There 
are no two schoo) districts alike. 

I think that both of us share in the responsibility here of trying to 
keep the good will which this legislation has built up during its time. 

r. Brownett. May I comment on that one point because I think 
that is important particularly in connection with these proposals to 
move into what you might call the equalization concept. I rather fear 
that, if those were looked upon favorably by the committee, you might 
well run into a very considerable amount of difficulty from some of 
the other parts when you get into more or less the idea of a general 
school construction or equalization program so that, while you have a 
certain number of people that are very much interested in moving in 
that direction, I think that the committee ought to be aware of the 
fact that you may run into snags that would take this bill from being 
one that has been accepted when it is faced on the basis of a reimburse- 
ment but would not be acceptable to a great many people if you moved 
over into the area of an equalization type of program. 

Mr. Wier. We have run into that, Mr. Brownell, each year when 
we asked for the money. There are always members of the Appro- 
priations Committee who want to know what this additional money 
is for, and sometimes it is questioned. 

Up to this time, we have had a fairly good support. 

Dr. BrowNnetw. There has been very good support for this bill. 

Mr. Perkins. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Ruopes. I have none, except to associate myself with the com- 
ments of the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. Fre.tincuuysen. I have enjoyed listening to Dr. Brownell. 
[ would like to ask about this section 307, the effect of sales of housing 
property, the proposal being that the sale by the Federal Government 
of the property shall not be construed as making that property not 
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considered Federal property until after a full year has elapsed in 
order to allow the taxing authorities to put it back on the tax rolls 
and to start taxing. 

Dr. Browne.t. That is in connection with 815? 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. That is 874, I believe. 

Mr. Griessy. It is in both. 

Mr. FretincHuysen. It is in both, yes. 

Dr. Browne. I think I did speak on Public Law 815. I think the 
point is that in a way that is already taken care of in that you count 
the students from one year in determining the amount that is avail- 
able for the next year. 

Am I correct in that? 

Mr. Liutywuire. That is 874. 

Dr. Brownetu. So that, in reality, there is that carryover to the 
next year and I think I would also point to the fact that, if you accept 
the idea that you are going to not count the property as on the tax 
rolls for a year or more after the property has gone on the tax rolls, 
certainly you are not contributing to activity on the part of the local 
district to utilize the tax resources that they have promptly. 

Mr. Frevinenuysen. I think the argument was that there is a con. 
tinuing Federal impact as a practical matter; whether or not the 
community wanted to put the property on the tax rolls, they would 
not be able to get any revenues for approximately a year. 

Mr. Wier. It takes a year for the community to get their taxes. 

Dr. Browne.tu. They have a year in which they get the benefit of 
the payment from the Federal Government too, because those children 
are counted in the previous year’s count so that there is a certain 
amount of carryover. 

Mr. Wrer. Would you deny them participation if, prior to their 
approval by your Department, suddenly the property changed hands? 
Would you still deny them the entitlement that they were justified 
in asking for because of the fact that the property had changed hands 
yesterday and there would not be any tax income for a year to that 
school district from the community ? 

Dr. Browneuu. I think you always have to set a date when you 
determine your entitlement just the same as a local community has a 
date at which it determines when they shall go on the tax rolls. I 
likewise think that this matter of change in the property is usually 
not something that is done just overnight. There are negotiations, 
so that the community is pretty likely to know when that property is 
going to vines hands. 

Mr. Wier. I cannot agree with that statement, Dr. Brownell, be- 
cause I have seen the Government do just that thing overnight, and 
it was some time before the school district found out that there had 
been a transfer of the property. 

In my opinion, very few States would have any jurisdiction, for 
instance, over those air-training bases. 

Mr. Perxtns. I think so, too. 

Mr. Wier. The local government immediately makes the deal, not 
the State legislature unless the property is given to the State. 

. Mr. Perxrins. But the reason for the slowness in getting the prop- 
erty listed on the tax rolls is that it takes time. 
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Mr. Browne.u. May I read a sentence from the report : 


Payments under section 3 of Public Law 874 are based on a count of the 

federally connected children in school attendance during the fiscal year preceding 
the year for which payments are made. 
Therefore, you see there is that lapse. In view of this lag period of 
more than 1 year already built into section 3 payments, by the time 
Federal payments are reduced in the year following, the sales tax 
payments on the transferred property should become available. 

Federal payment on property that is fully taxable under the State or local 
law is difficult to identify consistently with the theory of Federal responsibility 
which now underlies Public Law 874. 

Therefore, we feel that there is enough lag at the present time to 
take care of the situation in most conditions. 

Mr. Perxrs. Dr. Brownell, I likewise want to thank you and the 
other gentlemen from the Department for your splendid cooperation 
and the assistance that you have rendered to us in helping us with 
this bill. 


The committee will now hear from our colleague, Representative 
Ed Edmondson, of Oklahoma. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ED EDMONDSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Epmonpson. Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for this opportunity 
to appear before your fine subcommittee in support of H. R. 10227, 
extending the duration of Public Laws 815 and 874 of the 8ist Con- 
gress. The assistance provided to local educational agencies in areas 
affected by Federal activities has been of substantial benefit in meeting 
the educational problems of the district which I have the honor to 
represent, and I want to congratulate the chairman of this subeom- 
mittee for his sponsorship of legislation extending this worthwhile 
program. 

[ am particularly pleased by his amendment of an earlier bill on 
this subject, under which amendment an additional $20 million will 
be provided for the period ending June 30, 1958, to meet the problem 
created by substantial Indian populations in certain States. 

This is a recognition of Federal responsibility which has long been 
established, and is a further recognition of this basic truth: the only 
sound long-term answer to the lag in economic progress among our 
Indian people is in effective education. 

In the Second District of Oklahoma, I have seen at first hand the 
splendid benefits in terms of school facilities which have been realized 
under this program. Just a few months ago I attended the dedication 
of a new building at Vian, Okla., which represents a great step for- 
ward for education in eastern Oklahoma. Next month, I hope to 
attend the dedication of another building at Jay, Okla., in the northern 
portion of our district. In both of these counties and in many others 
of the Second District there are thousands of acres of Indian lands 
not subject to local taxation, and the Federal assistance provided 
under this program has been the difference between stalemate and 
progress for local education. 

I earnestly hope that this subcommittee, as well as the full com- 
mittee, will unanimously approve H. R. 10227, and that it will speedily 
receive the approval of the Congress. 

76765—56——24 
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Mr. Perxrns. Thank you, Mr. Edmondson. 
The subcommittee will be in recess until 2 o’clock. 
(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m., a recess was taken until 2 p. m., this 
same day.) 
AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Perkins. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Metealf, will you proceed with the introduction of the witness, 

Mr. Mercatr. Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Taylor, our next witness, js 
county auditor of Missoula County in Montana, and is familiar in 
that capacity with the financial structure of the county. She has 
been concerned with the impact of Public Law 874 and Public Law 
815 on some of the smaller and more outlying schools in Missoula 
County and with a problem that I believe will arise in some of the 
other counties in the Northwest, in northern Idaho and in north- 
eastern Washington. 

As a little background, a few years ago there was a serious blow- 
down of spruce and pine trees in northern Idaho, western Montana, 
and eastern Oregon. As a result of that blowdown and the logs lying 
on the forest, there was an infestation of spruce bark beetle. In order 
to save that timber and get logs out, it has been necessary to have an 
accelerated and intensive logging program. 

Congressman Magnuson and Congresswoman Pfost and I appeared 
before the Appropriations Committee and, with the assistance of 
Congressman Horan in the 83d Congress, secured some special legis- 
lation and a special appropriation for access roads into that area so 
that this spruce bark beetle infested timber could be harvested. 

Mrs. Taylor is going to tell the committee about the impact of that 
harvested program on the schools in some of these remote and isolated 
areas. 

Mr. Perkins. Proceed, Mrs. Taylor. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. LaVERNE W. TAYLOR, MISSOULA COUNTY 
AUDITOR, MISSOULA, MONT. 


Mrs. Taytor. I would like to give just a little background as we 
have seen it in Missoula County, and this is a background which | 
have learned from talking with Forest Service people, the State 
forester, and, of course, with a great many school people; and it has 
affected schools, of my own knowledge across my desk as county au- 
ditor in Missoula. 

It was determined, as Congressman Metcalf has pointed out to 
you, that the only effective way that the spruce bark beetle could be 
controlled would be by cutting the timber and, as a result of meetings 
between the Forest Service people and the industry in and around 
western Montana and northern Idaho, it was determined that the 
Federal Government would make available the stands of timber to 
industry if industry would find the market for it. At that time there 
was practically no market for spruce. Now at this time, because 
industry has done a very good job, we are informed, of marketing 
the timber, you can buy very little else around Montana except spruce. 

As you know, the Beat Government made appropriations for 


roads in to the area to make this timber accessible, and they have done 
a great deal of logging in the area. For instance, there are probably 
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5 times as many mills now as there were in 1951, and those mills are per- 
haps 5 times the capacity, running at 5 times the capacity they were 
at that time, and they keep increasing all the time. Large cuttings 
have taken place in the Swan Valley and Seeley Lake area and the 
Lolo National Forest. Parts of those forests and those areas lie within 
Missoula County and certainly have affected our schools. 

The largest amount of spruce is under Federal ownership and the 
Federal Government, we are told, stands to gain the most from*this 
cutting in that they control the diseased timber, gain access roads into 
the timber, and also, due to the saving of the watershed, this is a saving 
to all of us. 

Now, just a word about what has happened to our schools in those 
areas. 

Mr. Wier. If the witness will permit, before you leave that first 
subject, I know that my colleague, Mr. Metcalf, is a great conserva- 
tionist and has made many great contributions to the Congress in his 
watchful processes here and, shall I say, exploratory efforts in our 
natural resources. Who promoted this permission to cut all of this 
forest, the Federal Government: or did the State of Montana initiate it ? 

Mrs. Tayitor. Was that not taken care of? 

Mr. Mercaur. I wonder if I can answer that. 

Mr. Perkins. Yes. 

Mr. Mercatr. This started from a blowdown and an infestation of 
the spruce that was blown down, so that the Federal Government, in 
order to do two things, to control the spread of the infestation and to 
salvage the timber already infested, had a crash program to try to 
harvest far and away more spruce than would ordinarily have been 
harvested under a sustained yield operation. They went into northern 
Idaho, eastern Oregon, eastern Washington and western Montana and 
built these access roads and accelerated to a high degree their harvest- 
ing process. 

It was started by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Wier. Thank you. 

Mrs. Taytor. I wonder if I could perhaps get the committee to 
visualize a little better what Montana looks like and our school dis- 
triets in particular if I show you a map of Missoula County. We cover 
a large area but we are not very many people so that I am not going 
to be talking to you about large numbers of people today except that 
they are very large where our schools are concerned. 

I want to point out to you that this is the Swan River area, the Swan 
River School District. This is the Seeley Lake district, and this is 
the Lolo district. Districts 7 and 18 are the districts which have been 
affected. There are other districts which have been affected, but not 
so dramatically perhaps as these districts have been. 

Mr. Warnwricut. What is the seale of the map? 

Mrs. Taytor. It is a half inch to the mile. 

Mr. Ruopes. Did you have in those districts the ordinary one-room 
type of country school? 

Mrs. Taytor. Yes. I would like for us to talk about district No. 
33 which is the Seeley Lake district. Some 8 years ago when I first 
became acquainted with that school it had a population at that time 
of 5 students in a 1-room school which was probably adequate for that 
community at that time. Some of the growth which occurred within 
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the next 2 or 3 years was the growth we have seen in schools all over 
the country, I believe, but it amounted to perhaps 3 students in a 
year and the next year maybe 2, that sort of thing. 

However, when this spruce beetle cutting began, the first I was aware 
that they had a big problem was when the whole school board plus 
the teacher came in on opening 4 of school to the county superin- 
tendent’s office just holding their heads and wondering what in the 
world had gone wrong up at Seeley Lake and what they were going 
to do about it because their census which had been taken the spring 
before did not show them at all what they might anticipate on the 
opening day of school. They had just doubled the amount of chil- 
dren that they had antichpanidk and they did not know what they were 
goin todo. They had to have another teacher immediately and won- 

ered how they were going to finance that. 

They came into my office and we went over emergency budgets and 
the county superintendent found them another teacher. The school 
board drew up an abandoned horse barn which was on the property, 
and that became their second classroom. It was annexed to the school 
and school kept for another year. 

In the following year, they made use of an old abandoned CCC 
building to house children, and this fall about 10 days after school 
began the county superintendent and I went up to make a visit in 
this area and found that there were 98 children in those 3 buildings 
which are at best temporary buildings, and children were packed, 
herded into those buildings in such cram quarters that, when we 
opened the door, the stench of human ies enclosed in such a tight 

ace was nauseating. 

That night they held a mass meeting at which the county superin- 
tendent and I appeared and talked with the people in the district 
about what they could do about their school. They found another 
abandoned CCC building and put in it still another potbellied stove, 
and we found them another seusdieer. 

Now, 4% miles down the road from the 3 buildings is their fourth 
classroom, and it houses the second and third grades. 

These schools have only outside toilets, no water. All their water 
has to be hauled. They are, of course, poorly lighted. They really 
don’t resemble anything like what we think of in terms of school build- 
ings today. 

Mr. Mercatr. I wonder if you would tell us about the heating of 
the schools in that country where it gets to 40 degrees below zero! _ 

Mrs. Taytor. They are heated in each instance by a pot-bellied 
stove. The temperature gets down low oftentimes in Montana. The 
teacher told me that one time this year it was zero around the stove 
in the classroom so that she dismi school that day. 

The problem of all this crowding creates we problems and a 
great many expenses for us in Missoula County. e rate of juvenile 
delinquency in these districts is tremendously high. We pay for it 
in a great many ways. d 

They have Led, for instance, in the second and third grade class- 
rooms five different teachers already this year. Such a problem comes 
up as wondering whether a second or third — should be expelled 
from school. I am only a lay person insofar as things of that sort 
are concerned, but the county superintendent and I certainly ques- 
tion whether or not a second or third grader can be so terrible that 
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he must be expelled from school and wonder if, perhaps, it is not the 
fact that to get good teachers is almost ientpocsliohe and the conditions 
under which they have to work there are certainly impossible that 
causes this condition. 

Mr. Perkins. How long do you expect the logging job to continue? 
Will it continue until the Government timber affected by the blowdown 
is harvested? How long will it take to harvest that timber ? 

Mrs. Taytor. When they started out, I am informed by the Forest 
Service officials that they estimated about 5 years, but now they have 
graded that up. It is going to be longer than that and, now that they 
have the access roads, they feel that the industry which is taking 
place there will continue on a sustained yield basis, that they will go 
on with the cutting in that area and that probably the number of 
people coming in will not decrease at all but will rather begin to level 
off, and that what we will begin to fill now is just the gradual, normal 
increase in our schools. We have not reached that point yet. We 
keep getting these terrible influxes all the time. 

Mr. Mercaur. Mrs. Taylor, would you tell the committee the per- 
om of the land and timber in school district No. 33 that is privately 
owned and the percentage that is federally owned ? 

Mrs. Taytor. Yes. I have been describing the schools in district 
34, 

In this district somewhat over 56 percent of the district is owned by 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. Mercatr. That is district 34? 

Mrs. Taytor. Yes, district 34. 

In district 33, 83-plus percent of that district is Federal forest land. 

We feel as if we are caught in a terrific bind in these two districts. 
For instance, district 34 has raised every cent it can by bonded in- 
debtedness. It has done so as a result of the visit by the county super- 
intendent and myself there early this fall. 

The people in that district got together, formed committees, held 
a bond election, and bonded themselves for every cent that they could, 
and were able to raise $68,000. 

We are informed by the State Department that they need, as a 
minimum to answer only this year’s needs, eight rooms and an all 


pur room as a beginning. 

You gentlemen motoubtatlly realize that the per classroom cost these 
days is some $30,000. What can we build in that school district for 
$68,000 for those children ? 

The same thing is true in district 33 only more so. There they were 
able to raise $28,000. They have doneso. They need, as a minimum, 
four classrooms and an all-purpose room. They cannot even get an 
architect engineer to go up there and talk with them. 

=" Ruopes. How many children attend the schools in district 34 
now 

Mrs. Taytor. In district 34 there are at this time 98 children housed 
in those 4 classrooms. 

Mr. Perxrns. Did you apply for assistance last year with the Com- 
missioner of Education here in Washington ¢ 

Mrs. Taytor. Through the State Department of Public Instruc- 
tion and through Dr. Davis, who is the department of education official 
in Denver, I made a great many contacts to try and get help for these 
schools under the public law. 
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Mr. Perxins. Have these school districts received any help up to 
this time ? 

Mrs. Tayrxor. No, sir. They have never received anything. We 
have always been informed that we had a very good case but that we 
were not quite eligible for this reason or that, and still our children 
are in these circumstances. 

Mr. Perkins. There is no question in my mind here but what the 
impact directly results from Federal activity in its narrowest. sense, 
but what specific reason did they give you for disqualifying an area 
like this? 

Mrs. Taytor. We do not fit. So far I haven’t been able to find any 
place where we fit within the framework as it is set up by the law. 

Mr. Wirr. It is simple enough to get an eligibility, but let me ask 
you a couple of questions to clear my mind. 

Personally, I would be interested in your case. I love Missoula and 
I want to do something for it. 

Mrs. Taytor. Sodo I. 

Mr. Wrer. Are these natives in that area settlers or timbermen / 
They do not eke out a living agriculturally, do they ? 

Mrs. Tayxor. There is practically no agriculture there. It is nearly 
all forestry. 

Mr. Wier. They live on their own land? 

Mrs. Taytor. No. No, these people who have come in do not. There 
is not enough land there that can be used. 

Mr. Mercatr. Mrs. Taylor, these people that come in and work in 
these mills which have stepped up their capacity about five times, and 
there being five times as many mills, where do they live? 

Mrs. Taytor. They live for the most part on land which they have 
leased from the State. Most of the land around the town site of 
Seeley Lake and around the lake is owned by the State of Montana, 
and individuals lease the land from the State and build their residence 
upon it, and that gives us perhaps most of our taxable value in that 
area off of personal property because it is not real property that can 
be taxed for school purposes, of course. 

Mr. Mercatr. What kind of residences are they ¢ 

Mrs. Taytor. They are by law temporary residences. They have 
to be able to move them. 

Mr. Mercaxr. Are there trailers? 

Mrs. Taytor. Yes. A great many trailers have come into that area. 
A great many of them are there. 

Mr. Wier. Has the Government been responsible, in your opinion, 
for the pupil impact, or would you say that it is private enterprise that 
has brought inthisimpact? I think I heard you say what your enroll- 
ment was prior to this operation. When you have jumped to 98, you 
have had quite an impact. Can you give us a lead by which to hook 
the Government into this? 

Mrs. Taytor. Well, I think probably, if you are taking it in a narrow 
legal sense, that perhaps we would have something to debate about, 
but, on the overall, it is my contention that, because of the blowdown 
and the Federal Government taking its responsibility toward the 
forests which it owns, it certainly had to do a great deal of work to get 
industry interested in harvesting that blowdown at all. Industry was 
very reluctant to goin. They had to make a market, and the Federal 
Government kept pushing through the Forest Service. 
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One of the foresters told me, in fact the director of the region said, 
“We have taken our responsibility very willingly toward roads in that 
area. We feel that we certainly should take our responsibility toward 
the children we have been instrumental in bringing in there, but you 
tell us how we can do it.” That is the sort of thing. 

They have been very helpful and anxious to help. 

Mr. Ruopes. This timber is being harvested on Federal land? 

Mrs. Taytor. For the most part, yes. There is some private land 
as these percentage figures will indicate. 

Mr. Ruonrs. Do you know whether the private companies harvest 
the timber under contract, or is it under a lease arrangement with 
the Government ? 

Mrs. Tayvor. This is my understanding of how it takes place: The 
Federal Government will advertise that it has a certain stand of timber 
for sale, and will sell the timber to the highest bidder. A mill will bid, 
or various mills will bid on that timber by the stand, and then go in 
and cut. They send in their cruisers. They send in the loggers. 
Oftentimes the mill is in that area, and they will do the whole operation 
in or near the stand that is being cut. 

Mr. Wier. Let me give you an example that we had in the second 
year that we had this legislation, which would be about 1951. Three 
big projects on the Missouri River went under contract for construc- 
tion. At the same time Uncle Sam condemned a lot of that good land 
along the Missouri River for flooding purposes, and moved the Indians 
and other people back away from it. That second action that I speak 
about brought it under the tax problem. 

I remember Senator Case standing before us, as you are today, telling 
of the Missouri River problem in his area. We assumed the responsi- 
bility if the Government went in there and took land away from these 
isolated school districts along the Missouri River. 

That does not appear in your picture. 

Then the second thing was that these contractors had to have large 
crews for these mammoth dams and so they really created some small 
towns which made education necessary where it never existed before. 

We made it possible, as a result of the Government coming in there 
and taking some land away from the school districts that formerly 
were taxable lands and then the Government’s responsibility of bring- 
ing these children into areas where there were no schools, to provide 
these children with education. 

It was a situation like yours. It was a 5-, or 6-, or 7-year plan of 
operation. Nevertheless, this bill took care of that situation and pro- 
vided schoolrooms in lower South Dakota, and then made arrange- 
ments for the schools in the upper Missouri River where these little 
towns were built to house the workers who did the construction work, 
so that in both cases we provided 874 and 815 aid. 

These were also one-room schoolhouses in all cases. I am just trying 
to apply the operation that. we performed then for governmental aid 
in comparing it with yours and, of course, it is very easy to see that 
some of my presentation is minus in your picture. The Government 
has not gone in there and taken over any taxable land that brought 
in revenue, 

Mrs. Taytor. That, of course, is one of our difficulties. That in 
itself is one of the things which excludes us. The Government owned 
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the land long before they ever went in there for any activity, long 
before the clause in the law which says that, if the Cavtmnaniae had 
purchased it within the last years, I think since 1940 the way the bill 
reads, it would be different. Well, there have been a few changes in 
there with the Government acquiring more land, but I don’t know of a 
single instance where it was purchased. It was simply swapping for 
a section, or something of that sort, nothing that would bring us within 
the confines of this law so far, and yet certainly we felt the impact in 
those districts and we feel powerless to do anything about it. 

They have raised everything they can. What are they going to do’ 
They cannot possibly house those children with the money which they 
have. 

Mr. Weir. You could get within some provisions of the law. You 
could count the forest rangers’ children or any other Government 
employees’ children. 

Mrs. Taytor. That is right, but there must be a minimum of 20, 
and there we are. 

Mr. Ruopes. Does the State of Montana have any provision for 
helping the schools which are in this category ? 

Mrs. Taytor. Do you mean by way of building or operation? We 
have a foundation program for operation. 

Mr. Ruopes. Let us say for operation. Do you have any State aid 
on an average daily attendance basis? 

Mrs. Taytor. Yes, we have a foundation program. 

Mr. Ruopes. So that, as far as the maintenance and operation, you 
do not have so much trouble, but it is in building the buildings that 
you have difficulty ? 

Mrs. Taytor. That is correct. We have problems enough with just 
operation. Each year we have had to have an emergency budget. 
Kach year I have made a trip over to the State and asked for aid with 
that emergency budget, and so far have always been able to get it, so 
that it was not thrown entirely on the district. I don’t know how 
long that is going to last. All Ican dois hope. But, insofar as con- 
struction is concerned, we have no aid. 

Mr. Mercatr. Mrs. Taylor, 25 percent of the income from the na- 
tional forest, under the law, does go back into the State for use. Will 
you tell us where that income from this spruce cutting is allocated in 
these districts? 

Mrs. Taytor. Yes, I will be glad to. 

In this past year we received some $10,000 in Missoula County due 
to sales of timber in the forests, the Lolo National Forest and the 
Bitter Root National Forest. 

Mr. Mercatr. Your county has received that? 

Mrs. Taytor. Yes, and that was allocated to schools. It is dis- 
tributed, according to Montana law, on the basis of this foundation 
program and, therefore, the most money went where the most children 
are. It went to the city of Missoula where all of our children are, and 
only a handful of dollars went to these districts where the greatest 
impact oecurred. 

Mr. Merca.r. So that, the receipts to the Federal Government that 
come back to the county do not go into the district where the income 
is being produced ? 
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Mrs. Taytor. That is correct. That has other ramifications, too. 
We are receiving proceeds from all the sales in the Bitter Root Forest 
and part of the Lolo National Forest lies in Idaho and maybe the cut- 
ting went on in Idaho; but we got some of the benefit. The same is 
true when they cut in the Bitter Root and we got money there. Some 
of that lies in adjoining counties, and they get money, too. Maybe 
all the cutting was done over there and we still got our proportionate 
share of it. That is the way the Federal Government sends it on to 
us, and then we distribute it where the children are in our county, and 
that is the way it works out. Most of it goes where the children are 
which is in the city of Missoula. 

Mr. Ruopes. Are there any big operators operating in the forest 
thes S are they mostly small operators who will cut while the timber 
is there 

Mrs. Taytor. We have both. We have gyppo mills. We have some 
of the large operators like Weyerhaeuser and Anaconda. 

Mr. Ruopes. Have any of them given any indication that they might 
be willing to help with this problem ? 

Mrs. Taytor. Not to my Cneadlilien: They usually talk and com- 
plain about their high taxes. 

Mr. Mercatr. I would like to say to the committee that most of the 
mills that are in the area are the gyppo mills that have moved on. 
After they bid for a block to cut, they move on to usually private or 
State land, and then cut back on the Federal land, and they are only 
temporary. Sometimes they are only there a couple of years and do 
not even get on the tax rolls at times. The other cutting, of course, is 


by the Anaconda a and their big mill is down at Bonner, Mont. 


Which district is Bonner in ? 


Mrs. Tayrtor. It is 14, and they have no trouble whatsoever. They 
ar large Anaconda operation there, and consequently have no 
trouble. 

Mr. Mercatr. They have a big permanently established mill at 
Bonner and, of course, haul over boas new access roads down to 
Bonner. Again you do not have any tax base in the district as a result 
of either the cutting of Anaconda or the cutting of the small gyppo 
mills, 

Mr. Ruopves. The parents of these children are people who work in 
the mills and also do the cutting of the timber? 

Mrs. Taytor. That is right, any connection with the harvesting of 
the timber. Maybe they drive a cat or work in the mill. 

Mr. Ruopes. They have to be close by. 

Mrs. Taytor. That is right, and naturally they want their families. 
The roads were one of the big things. The men could then bring their 
families with them, and they have brought them up in trailers. They 
live in tourist cabins that are on the lakeshore there, anywhere where 
they can house their families and have them with them. Consequently, 
we are getting a great many more of these children up in these areas. 
We have a situation in this district where the logging is done back 
on the Idaho-Montana border. 

Mr. Mercatr. That is district 18. 

Mrs. Taytor. Yes. There is a new road going back into the Lolo 
Forest. ‘The families, for the most part, are living down in district 7, 
a very small district, but that is where the town of Lolo is located. 
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There was a two-room school. We had to rent the community hal] 
and house two grades in it this winter, half a mile down the road from 
the existing school. 

Perhaps you would like to know just a little about the schools which 
are in district 33. Those are three log buildings. They are log schools. 
We like to get sentimental about our log schools sometimes, but I am 
a little tired of being sentimental about them in Missoula County, 
They have no lights. 

There is no electricity in that area. 

Two of the buildings are 10 miles from the other building. The 
upper grades go to school in the lower part of the district and the 
lower grades go to school in the upper part of the district, all operated 
as 1 school 10 miles apart. 

Mr. Mercatr. Where do they go to high school, Mrs. Taylor ? 

Mrs. Taytor. They go to Missoula County High School in the city 
of Missoula. 

Mr. Ruopes. How far away is that? 

Mrs. Taywor. It is 64 miles from the town site of Seeley Lake, 
which is just about here on the map. Those children ride 134 miles 
a day and they come from this area, all of this area in here. Perhaps 
they ride 30 miles before they can get on the bus to come to Missoula 
County High School, back and forth every day. 

That bus leaves at 6 : 30 in the morning to come into Missoula County 
High School. There are just about one-third of the children in this 
area who should be in high school going to high school because of 
the difficult situation. 

We should have a high school in this area. We realize that, but how 
can we build a high school if we can’t even build elementary schools 
for them? 

Mr. Wier. That is getting an education the hard way. 

Mrs. Taytor. Yes, it certainly is. 

Mr. Perxins. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Warnwricut. No. I enjoyed Mrs. Taylor’s testimony. 

I asked the scale of the map because I was wondering how far they 
had to travel. Someone who lives way up in the top of district 33 
has to travel about 75 or 80 miles one way to go to high school? 

Mrs. Taytor. Or perhaps even longer. There is one family who 
live right up there on the county line and, when I travel into that area 
going up for business reasons, it takes me a whole day. I leave at 7 in 
the morning and usually get back around 6 in the evening, and I think 
it is 130-some miles to the county line. 

Mr. Wartnwricut. People spend more time traveling than they do in 
school. 

Mrs. Taytor. That could almost be true in that area, so that I think 
that any young person coming into high school deserves a great deal 
of credit coming from that area, and we have extreme weather condi- 
tions in that upper end of the county. When it snows it really snows 
up there. The snow will be 3 or 4 feet high. Many times I have 
driven up there in the winter when you could not see above the sides 
of the road because the snowbanks were so high. 

Every child has to ride the bus. We have high transportation costs 
in Missoula County, but you don’t argue too much about paying trans- 
pon when you have to vie with the grizzly bear for a seat on the 
ous. 
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I said to one of the school board members once, “I don’t think I 
would like too much the idea of my child going to school up here. I 
don’t think I would like to have one of my boys waiting for the bus 
because of the threat of bears.” 

He said, “Oh, it isn’t the bears we mind so much up here. It is the 
wolverines.” 

Personally, I don’t think I would want to argue with either one of 
them. 

Mr. Perkins. Are there any further questions, Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wier. I have been pondering how to get around this thing 
to get some Federal connection with it. 

Mrs. Taytor. That is what I have been trying to do for 2 years. 

Mr. Wier. That is our job. 

Mrs. Taytor. It is of great interest not only to us in Missoula 
County, but to all of western Montana and northern Idaho and Wash- 
ington, Iam told. We were the first to ask for help under this impact 
due to the cutting. We were told that we would have to carry the 
ball because of it. That is perfectly all right with me. I am de- 
lighted to do so if I can get some help for these children. 

Mr. cae Mrs. Taylor, is there anything further that you want 
to say 

Mrs. Taytor. No, unless there is some question you would like to 
ask me. 

Mr. Perkins. Do you want to ask any further questions? 

Mr. Mercatr. No, Mr. Chairman, but I would like permission to 
file an additional statement on this matter for the record as a result 
of some further information I am going to receive from the 
Department. 

Mr. Perxins. Without objection, you may have permission to do 
that. 

(The information referred to will be available for reference when 
furnished. ) 

Mr. Wier. I am going to close by telling Mrs. Taylor that you have 
a very keen legalistic mind here to my right that usually finds a way 
to get out of tough spots, and I am sure that Congressman Metcalf 
will try to find that missing link here. 

We have a number of these missing links before this committee 
here of people that have pretty justified cases and just do not quite 
fit into the picture. 

I am sure that the committee will give Congressman Metcalf all 
the ammunition and help that we can, if you will just provide us with 
some Federal connection here. 

Mr. Perkins. Mrs. Taylor, I also want to concur in the remarks 
that Congressman Wier just made. Your Congressman is a member 
of this subcommittee and we all know that he will leave no stones 
unturned in trying to assist you with your problem. If anyone can 
find the answer to get the Federal connection, I think Mr. Metcalf 
can come up with some answer. 

I am proud that you could come before the committee and present 
this problem. 

Are there any further questions? 

Mr. FrevtrncHuysen. | am sorry I was not here to hear more of 
the witness’ testimony. 
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Mrs. Taytor. I have some pictures of our schools. 

Mr. Wier. Your picture has been very well depicted here this 
afternoon. 

Mr. Mercatr. I wish that you would show the committee some of 
those pictures. 

Mr. Persrns. If there is no objection from any member of the 
committee, the record will remain open as long as next Wednesday 
for any members that care to get statements into the record or any 
other individuals who care to get statements into the record. 

Mr. Warnwricut. What is the size of the Seeley Lake school? 

Mrs. Taytor. Which one of the classrooms? One is four and a half 
miles down the road. 

I certainly want to thank you gentlemen for the opportunity to 
appear before you. 

Mr. Perxrns. We are proud that you came here, Mrs. Taylor. 

Mrs. Taytor. I knew, like you do, that Lee Metcalf would do every- 


thing he could to help. That is why I came to him. 
Mr. Perrys. The subcommittee will be in recess subject to the call 
of the Chair. 


(Whereupon, at 3:25 p. m., the hearing was recessed, subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 





AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874, 
8IST CONGRESS 


TUESDAY, MAY 1, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 

SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON EpucaTION AND LaABor, 

Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess at 2 p. m., in room 429, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Carl D. Perkins (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Perkins, Wier, Metcalf, Thompson, Udall, 
Wainwright, and Frelinghuysen. 

Present also: Fred G. Hussey, chief clerk. 

Mr. Perkins. The committee will come to order. 

At this time we will hear Mr. Frank M. Wright, associate super- 
intendent of public instruction, and chief of the division of public 
school administration, of the California State Department of Educa- 
tion, along with Mr. Theron L. McCuen, superintendent of Kern 
County Union High School and junior college district, with headquar- 
ters in Bakersfield, Calif. 

Did you have some particular phase of this law that you wanted to 
testify on, or were you just going to make a general statement? 


STATEMENTS OF FRANK M. WRIGHT, ASSOCIATE SUPERINTEND- 
ENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, AND CHIEF, DIVISION OF PUBLIC 
SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION; AND THERON L. McCUEN, SUPERIN- 
TENDENT, KERN COUNTY UNION HIGH SCHOOL AND JUNIOR 
COLLEGE DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF 
EDUCATION 


Mr. Wricur. Mr. Perkins, we have a specific problem that relates 
to the China Lake area, which is the elementary school district lo- 
cated in Kern County, and the fact of the matter is it is in three 
counties. 

Mr. Perkins. You are only concerned about your specific problem ? 

Mr. Wrieur. Right now, yes. 

Mr. Perkins. Let me see if we cannot get some other committee 
members here, if that is the problem. 

Will you proceed now ? 

Mr. Waser. My name is Frank Wright, associate superintendent 
of public instruction in the State of California, and this is Mr. Theron 
McCuen, who is the superintendent of the Kern County Union High 
School district, the high school district in which this elementary dis- 
trict of China Lake is a part. 
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Mr. McCuen probably can give the background of this problem 
that dates back ito 1944, as he was assistant superintendent of that 
school district then, and later I believe has been superintendent of the 
high school district since 1945, I believe. 

This was a problem that developed from those days of this naval 
ordnance test station. 

Briefly, this area was practically a desert no-man’s land until the 
Navy moved out there to use this as a test station, and naturally, with 
the kind of things they were doing, they wanted to get away from 
everybody, and they certainly did when they got out to the China 
Lake area. 

The background of this problem is something that I think the 
committee would undoubtedly be interested in and I think we can 
briefly give that to you. 

Mr. McCuen. Thank you, Dr. Wright, and Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee. 

I would like to leave a map of the Kern County area with the com- 
mittee, which shows in color that portion of Kern County that is 
covered by our high school and junior college district. You will 
notice an island over in the northeast corner of the county. That is the 
China Lake area. 

(The map referred to was filed with the committee, and is available 
for reference. ) 

The center part of our district is in Bakersfield and we have this 
metropolitan area with the island of China Lake, an operating high 
school here, and detached from the rest of our district. In going from 
the center of our district where our main operations are to China 
Lake, we have to travel about 120 miles and we have to leave our 
district at this point and we travel outside of the district for a large 
number of miles in getting to this remote area. , 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. What does the uncolored portion represent ? 

Mr. McCuen. The uncolored portion is territory outside of our 
high school district. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. How do you happen to have jurisdiction over 
something like that? 

Mr. McCuen. We do not have jurisdiction. 

Mr. Frec_incuvuysen. However, I mean the China Lake area. 

Mr. McCuen. We have jurisdiction over the colored area here |1m- 
dicating | and that is what I am going to tell you about, as to how we 
happened to get the jurisdiction of that. I wanted to give you the 
geographic picture so you have an idea of what we are talking about. 

There is a mountain range through here where I am pointing. This 
is desert area and the reason the Navy went over there to test the 
rockets is because it was an isolated area. 

In order to make my remarks concise, I would like to read a state- 
ment that I have here and I will leave this with the committee. 

The establishment of the naval ordnance test station in the sparsely 
populated desert area in eastern Kern County in the early 1940’s cre- 
ated a definite educational problem with respect to organization of 
schools, their facilities, operation and finance. The establishment of 
a high school was particularly difficult since the station area was not 
a part of any high school district. 

The commanding officer, Capt. S. E. Burroughs, Jr., at the time of 


the station’s establishment, recognized this educational problem. He 
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saw Clearly that the only way to get a high school into operation on 
the station under the critical conditions then existing was to join a 
high school system already in operation. Because of existing condi- 
tions, the urgent need for educational opportunities at the naval ord- 
nance test station, and because of the Navy’s willingness to supply 
maintenance and operation costs, this district agreed to the proposals 
made by Captain Burroughs. 

Accordingly, he submitted a request in January of 1945 to Dr. Walter 
Dexter, then California State superintendent of instruction, to intro- 
duce State legislation which would enable the establishment of an 
elementary district on the station and permit its joining a high school 
district for high school purposes. 

At that time, Captain Burroughs stated in part: 

In order to attract and hold a corps of scientists and engineers to this desert 
area, remote from any center of population, the government has deemed it neces- 
sary to build a completely modern school providing education from kindergarten 
through high school. At the same time, the Navy wishes to make these fine 
school facilities available to all of the children who live in the Indian Wells 
Valley, whether or not they live on the station. 

This school will be built on a 33-acre plot located wholly within the area of 
the station. It is planned to have it completed for the 1945-46 school year. 
Furthermore, the Navy will maintain this property by furnishing janitor service, 
necessary repairs, heat, light and water. However, the Navy will not provide 
furniture laboratory and shop equipment or school supplies and does not contem- 
plate furnishing any supervision or teaching service. 

The subsequent session of the State legislature enacted a law in 
accordance with the wishes of the representatives of the United States 
Navy. A copy of the provisions of that law is appended hereto. 

Following the enactment of this law and the creation of the China 
Lake elementary district and the petition of its board of trustees to 
the Board of Trustees of the Kern County Union High School District, 
this area became a part of the Kern County Union High School, the 
junior college district, and, beginning with the school year 1945-46, our 
district operated the high school, which came to be called the Bur- 
roughs High School, named after the first commanding officer of the 
station. We have operated it since that time. 

The enactment of Public Law 874 took over some of the functions 
of the Navy from the operation and maintenance standpoint and we 
get some funds from that source. 

We are not permitted to construct any buildings because of the State 
law and the original agreement. At the present time our district is 
spending approximately $112,000 a year for operation and maintenance 
over and above tax moneys received from this isolated area, Federal 
apportionments, or State aid. 

Our board of trustees is not complaining about that. They are will- 
ing to continue that. That is not their concern. The concern has to 
do with school housing, and that is the place where we need relief. 

Before I conclude this background, I might say that the present at- 
titude of our board of trustees is pointed up in this resolution which 
was adopted April 9 of this year, and I will leave that copy of the 
resolution with the committee. 

Mr. Wrieur. I think, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
that this problem comes out of the residue that is left when Public Laws 
815 and 874 pick up all of this conglomeration of Federal projects of 
one sort or another that had been financed in various regions, all of 
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which, I am sure, you are thoroughly familiar with, because Public 
Law 815 consolidated all of this sort of thing. 

I only know what has taken place in California because I am not too 
familiar with the rest of the Nation, but I do know that, in every 
instance except this, Public Laws 815 and 874 did a very acceptable 
job and they picked up the support, so they knew where it was coming 
from, and the good thing about it is that every one of these schools are 
now operated by a school district. There is not a single one of them 
operated by military authority. 

When China Lake was established, I was not with the Department 
at that time, but I heard of it then and I have become more or less 
familiar with it since. There was an attempt to set up a school on 
this military reservation and, in fact, the Navy had already picked its 
governing board. It was to be strictly a naval institution. 

The commanding officer finally agreed that if the Legislature would 
make certain provisions for the establishment of a district there on 
this base, they would concur to go along and establish it as a public 
school district, which was done. 

As Mr. McCuen says, then they ran up against it for a secondary 
school and so the law was further enacted which permitted this China 
Lake district to attach itself to any existing high school district they 
could get attached to. Kern County went along with it and voted to 
get it done. 

The problem is that when Public Laws 874 and 815 picked up this 
obligation—here was an on-going deal and arrangement—they did 
not pick up all of it, and ever since I have had anything to do with the 
Department, for the last ten years, we have been wrestling with this 
problem out there. They have a community inside the fence and then 
this desert area began to spring up outside the community, and every- 
body out there is connected with this federal installation. There is 
not anything out there except, of course, service stations and stores 
and what-not, the regular servicing people, but most of the people 
who live out there are people employed on the base. 

However, this Burroughs High School is located on Federal prop- 
erty and, therefore, the entitlement outside the base that otherwise 
might have been used has never been used to construct a school building 
on the base for these high-school kids. 

We have been in the process of, along with the district, you might 
say, almost bootlegging the kids in. A few of them we could absorb 
all right, but it has now reached the point, and has for some time, 
where approximately a third of the children oyeg 4 into this school 
are nh 4 the base, and the school is only built to house the kids on 
the base, but we then have to add another third of the youngsters on 
top of that. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. Are these federally connected children? I 
am speaking of the ones outside the base. 

Mr. Wricut. A very large share of them are. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. They could qualify ? 

Mr. Wricut. They could have qualified if the school had been built 
on school property, but it was not on school property. It is on Federal 
property, and the way the law has been drawn the entitlement can 
only be for those people who live on Federal property, so we have 
never used that outside entitlement all these years. 


~~ -— Pom oes OOOO 
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We started in about 4 or 5 years ago and we held several meetings 
out there. Much of it came about over a fence problem. There is a 
fence around the installation, which is none of our business, but it is 
there and we have to deal with it. 

Mr. Perxins. Did you want to make a comment right there, Mr. 
Lillywhite ¢ 

Mr. Littywuire. No; except to say this: 

These hundred or so children outside of the base they had, but the 
school district to which they are attached has a 13,000 or 14,000 en- 
roliment in this little isolated area, so there never have been high 
enough percentages to qualify, added to the fact that they went to the 
base school, and until the school got crowded there was never any 
demand for any Federal help there. 

Mr. Wrieurt. Yes. I neglected that point and I appreciate Mr. 
Lillywhite clarifying it. 

We asked the people out there some time ago to see if they could 
not do something about this themselves and we had quite a session out 
there—it lasted all one day, I recall—to try and get them to agree that 
they ought to establish a separate district in that vicinity both on and 
off base, and they finally agreed to at least put it up to the people for 
a vote and it was one of those shotgun deals. They agreed to put 
it up to a vote, but they did not agree as to how they were going to 
vote, and the upshot was they went out and worked against that on 
both sides of the fence and it was badly defeated, and probably rightly 
so. All it would have done would have been to build up a district out 
there which would have been a poverty district and would have had 
to depend on outside aid, anyway. 

At any rate, the thing has gone along for several years, and about 
a year ago an application came into the State for approval for some 
additions on to the Burroughs School. We approved that and then 
we began to realize that if this thing was ever going to be settled per- 
manently, we just had to do something about it, so we went through 
our approval. 

That was about 8 or 9 months ago, so there is no more school being 
built on the Burroughs site. While there is a very decided need, we did 
that to see if we could not do something about the problem of getting 
the school relocated on a site that would be accessible to both on-station 
ries off-station people because, as I said, this fence has been a barrier 
there, 

There has been more trouble over that fence. The people outside are 
mad at the people inside, and vice versa, and it has been quite a problem. 

I have to admit it has probably been more psychological than it has 
been real, but, nevertheless, it is a problem. 

There has been recently some attempt to try to pull the outside area 
out of the Kern County High School District, that part that is in it, 
and some other part that is in no high-school district, and establish 
a separate high-school district outside the fence, which would have 
meant that there would be 2 high schools, 1 on the base and 1 outside, 
about a mile and a half apart, not over 2 miles at the most. They 
would both be small, weak, and expensive schools to operate and main- 
tain on the part of the Federal Government, the district, and on the 
part of the State. 

We then went out again and met with the people there and we 
offered at that time, after 3 or 4 hours in a meeting, to sponsor a 
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thoroughgoing survey and study of the whole problem to see what 
might come from it and what could be done. 

There were 3 or 4 proposals suggested. The one that we believe, 
from the Department’s point of view, is the most logical one, is what 
has been referred to as Ran Cina report. I am not going to attempt 
to give any language as to how it should be done, but what we believe 
ought to be done. 

hat plan would provide, first, that the present Burroughs School, 
which is now housing the high-school children, be transferred to the 
elementary or the China Lake district for current and future needs 
for the elementary school district, which we believe will be used very 
shortly because we have been adding schools out there right along for 
the elementary kids. 

The growth has been quite sizable. There are plans afoot now, and 
more of them we understand are in the offing, to add to the Capehart 
or Wherry housing, both on and off base, most of it on the base, so we 
believe that that transfer of that high- hool building to that elemen- 
tary will serve the needs of the elementary school and transfer that 
same amount of money which represents that space to the construction 
of a new high school on a site that will either be leased or conveyed to 
the school district, which is accessible to both the children on base and 
the children off base; then make proper provision for using all of the 
existing entitlement to which the district would be entitled, not count- 
ing this 3 percent and that sort of thing, because we can make use of 
all of that, and add that to the sum of money representing this space 
transfer to the elementary school, plus some additional money that 
will be necessary to construct a high school to take care of the children 
that are in that area. 


The reason for that kind of a suggestion is this: That this China | 


Lake area out here is different from anything that we have in Cali- 
fornia, and we have some pretty remote sections there, and it is dif- 


ferent from anything else I know of in the country, so I have been told. | 


This is a community that has grown up around, and in, and defi- 
nitely associated with, that Federal activity. If the Navy should move 
out of there tomorrow, that town would be gone overnight. There 
would be nothing to maintain the community there. 

In every other situation we have in California, there is a supporting 
community right adjacent to it or some place or other. There is other 
area. There is other wealth and there are other reasons for people 
being there, but that is not the case here. 

We believe it is a problem that is a residue from an attempt by the 
Federal Government to take over the obligations that have been de- 
veloped under former operation, taken over by Public Law 815, and 


they just did not and could not, under the existing law, pick up that | 


obligation. 

If we could get this high school located on the periphery of this 
Federal installation—and there is plenty of space to put it there— 
the youngsters from onstation could get into it without any difficulty, 
and those offstation could get into it, somewhere between 800 and 
1,000 children, and it would settle the problem. 

This report has been presented back to the Department and all 
the agencies. We are not taking too much action on it yet because we 
are studying it more or less. 
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Last Tuesday we had a meeting with the president of the Kern 
County High School Board, because the board was not too sure they 
wanted to get mixed up in this, At the conclusion of that meeting, 
the Kern County board representative did say that he believed they 
could go along with this kind of a proposal. 

Then things began to happen var here a little rapidly and so we 
thought we better come back and present this to you. 

Mr. McCuen and the president of his board went out to China Lake 
to discuss this problem with people out there to see what their reaction 
would be to it, and I think Mr. McCuen could better present that than I 
could because he was actually there and representing that district. 

Mr. McCuen. Primarily, we wanted to know the attitude of the 
Navy, and we discussed the problem with Captain Ashworth and he 
was quite familiar with it me had a very good background. He is en- 
thusiastic about this and he said that there would be no problem in 
placing the high school on the periphery of the station with the land 
either leased or dedicated to the school district, and the problem of ac- 
cess from the station or offstation would not be a problem at all. 

We were quite pleased, and totally independent of our visit there, in 
running across the current issue of the newspaper of the area, dated 
April 26, in which the editor or publisher gave an outline of the survey 
that had been made and the criteria for a einabbe solution. 

Over on the first page of the second section is an editorial in which 
he proposes as the best solution the very plan that we are agreed on, 
so there is the viewpoint of the community and the commanding officer 
of the naval station, 

We talk to two members of the China Lake board of trustees, who 
wereaa town there on Saturday, and they are in agreement as to this 
solution, 

Mr. Perkins. Is the local school district going to be able to obtain 
the lease ¢ 

Mr. McCuen. That is a matter in the hands of the Federal Govern- 
ment and the commanding officer of the Navy said that he would recom- 
mend it. He would prefer a dedication rather than a lease, he said, but 
there is ample land there that would provide a suitable site, properly 
oriented, between the two groups of population or youngsters that 
would give one high school to the area. 

It would be a long-term solution, not just a stopgap, to what has 
been a very critical and difficult problem to settle, and will continue to 
be as long as large numbers of people offstation have to go through the 
gate, as they do, to get to a public school. 

Mr. Wricur. I might say, in regard to that lease problem, Fort 
Ord, an Army installation, st negotiated a lease with the Monterey 
School District. They negotiated a lease with this district 3 or 4 
years ago for a school which was built similar to the one we are 
proposing. I think that lease is for something like 50 or 75 years. 

Another lease has been negotiated with the Navy on the Marine base 
it Pendleton outside of Oceanside. That lease is not as desirable 
is it might be, but I think it could be worked out. They declined 
(0 go beyond 25 years. 

In this ease, 1t did not make much difference because the build- 
ings that were being built were capable of being moved. However, 
we think that our State agencies are not opposed to a lease. 
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We have built buildings on leased property, but we want the lease 
to be about the length and the life of the buildings, which ought to 
be probably approximately 50 years. However, T think we would 
have no trouble in negotiating a lease. We never had any trouble 
as long as we could get the commanding officer of the installation 
to go along. His recommendation seems to carry a great deal of 
weight with the authorities here in Washington, so I think we would 
have no trouble in negotiating that lease or probably even an outright 
dedication. 

Mr. Perxrns. Mr. Wier? 

Mr. Wier. I have no questions. 

Mr. Prerxuys. Mr. Frelinghuysen ? 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. Mr. Chairman, I am a little puzzled still about 
what relief these gentlemen are requesting from us in connection 
with the extension of Public Law 815 and Public Law 874. 

To begin with, I take it you are only asking to get this school dis- 
Bis amir Public Law 815, not Public Law 874. Is that what you 
said ? 

Mr. Wricut. Public Law 874 operates all right as it is. There is 
a problem in Public Law 874, however, but it is not the main one we 
are concerned about now. It is a general problem, and that is this 
current growth problem. 

China Lake is one of the rapidly growing areas and the fact that 
Public Law 874 pays on prior enrollment ADA rather than current 
ADA isa problem. Aside from that, Public Law 874 serves the job 
very well, and Public Law 815 for the rest of the State has been pro- 
posed and certain amendments. 


The 3-percent absorption is a problem all right. You are well 
aware of that. However, Public Law 815 is all right and Public 
Law 874, except that it does not — up this kind of a problem. We 


need some additions to Public Law 815 that will make it possible 
for the Commissioner of Education to construct this high school on 
this site, and 2 or 3 things would have to be done, as I indicated. 

We would have to get the proper site for one thing, and I am sure 
we can do that. 

The second is we would have to transfer this present high school 
square footage, making it available for elementary use and using 
that same money over in the high school. That is one of the things 
that would have to be done. 

Then the Commissioner would have to be given authority to add 
sufficient funds to construct the high school that would take care of 
all the entitlement both on and off the base. 

Mr. Fre.incuuysen. I am sure we are all sympathetic with your 
problem and we appreciate your coming so far to tell us about it, but 
what you seem to have described is a very unique situation to which 
the Kern County school district willingly submitted 10 years ago 
and which it now finds serious reasons to regret. It has resulted 
in serious problems which apparently they did not contemplate at 
the time they entered into the agreement. 

Mr. Wrieur. That is right. 

Mr. Fretincnuysen. One of you gentlemen mentioned that you 
were not permitted to construct any buildings on the basis of the 
original agreement which was entered into. But whether you were 
allowed to construct any buildings or not, that is not any particular 
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concern of the Federal Government. That was a determination made 
on the basis of that original agreement, was it not ? 

Mr. Wricur. That original agreement provided—it was written 
into the California law—that the China Lake elementary district, 
through the Navy, would supply the buildings. Now, the Navy is out 
of the picture, since Public Law 815 took it over. They just got 
completely out of the housing business and so it then becomes a problem 
for China Lake. 

China Lake can only supply buildings for its elementary children. 

Mr. Frenincuuysen. What I do not understand is that the original 
agreement did not allow any State participation, if that is what you 
are saying. 

Mr. Wrient. Did not allow and did not contemplate any. 

Mr. FrecincHuysen. You are now saying that the State did ap- 
prove a grant to allow additional construction and then withdrew it? 

Mr. Wrieur. Pardon me. All of these approvals for Public Law 
815 come through the State agencies and it is my responsibility in 
the office to approve these for Dr. Simpson, superintendent of public 
construction, re resenting the State department, and transmit our 
approval to the United States Office of Education. That is the ap- 
proval we are talking about. That is for Federal funds, not State 
funds. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. Are they eligible and do they receive State 
funds? 

Mr. Littywurre. I think that I can explain this particular problem. 

You have, as he described, the Burroughs High School on base. 
We have given some additions to the Burroughs High School on base 
in the first 2 years of the law. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. You say “we.” You mean under Public Law 
815% 

Mr. Luttywurre. The United States Office of Education has ap- 
proved some additions for science rooms and laboratories. The 
did not add to the basic classrooms, but just added the facilities that 
were not there. All the time the elementary enrollment is increasing 
and the high school enrollment is increasing that much later, plus 
whatever additional housing will be put on. 

When that situation first occurred, there were very few children 
outside the base, so there was enough space to let them go on the base 
to school and the Burroughs High School, originally constructed 
by the Navy and added to under Public Law 815, could take them all. 
It was about a 350 capacity, I think. 

The increase is such now that they are up to, I think, about 450 or 
490 on-base children and 100 or 150 federally connected children 
outside of the base. That is gradually increasing. 

Part of this 100 or 150 involves federally connected children and 
then there are some others that are not federally connected—I assume 
the service station operators—so that the number of children to use 
that high school is now too big, or the facilities are now too small for 
the number of children, and it grows somewhere between 100 and 150 
a year, 

You cannot take entitlement on base and build off base so long as you 
have facilities on base for the on-base children under the law, and 
for the off-base children, the 100 or 150, the figure never constituted 
a sufficient percentage to make them eligible for a grant to Kern 
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County Union High School district. I think that is the problem so 
far as the entitlement is concerned. 

Mr. Frevincuvysen. I still do not see what the solution would be 
from our point of view as to this particular problem. 

Mr. Wier. Mr. Lillywhite, when we go into executive session and 
somebody brings this question up that has been presented to the com- 
mittee today, I think there will still be some doubt as to any solution, 
from what I have gathered here. 

Is this not one school district in an impacted area ? 

Mr. Wricur, China Lake is an elementary district that is co- 
terminus with the base. 

Mr. Wier. Do you have the same superintendent for both of them? 

Mr. Wricur. The superintendent of the China Lake district hap- 
pens to be the principal of the Burroughs High School. 

Mr. Wier. am talking about the two immediate schools, not the 
whole China Lake area. There are 2 schools involved here, 1 on base 
and 1 off base; is that right? 

Mr. McCuen. No; the 1 on base exists and the 1 off base is a possi- 
bility that we are trying to avoid. 

Mr. Littywaurre. I think that this map will explain it. [ Indicating. | 

China Lake is up here. The China Lake elementary school district 
is coterminus with the base itself and it covers parts of three counties. 
There are high-school children on China Lake and the elementary dis- 
trict is not permitted to run a high school, so in those early days Kern 
County agreed to make this area, China Lake itself, plus some area 
outside ofthe base, a part of the Kern County Union High Schoo! for 


the a aes of educating the high school children. 
e 


The China Lake elementary school itself, coterminus with the base, 
does not have any responsibility for educating the high-school chil- 
dren, as I understand it, and this school district over here—I mean the 
headquarters over here that annex this little territory—is responsible 
for the high-school operation. 

(The map referred to was filed with the committee, and is available 
for reference. ) 

Mr. Wier. With all your familiarity with this problem—you seem 
to be very familiar with it—Mr. Lillywhite, what would this com- 
mittee have to do to alleviate this situation under the presen law? 
Nothing? There is nothing you can do? 

Mr. Lattywuire. There is nothing you can do under the present law. 

Mr. Wier. Then what are they ikiae the committee to do? 

Mr. Upauu. May I ask a question ¢ 

Mr. Wier. Let me finish with Mr. Lillywhite. 

Mr. Upatx. I think I can help you. 


Mr. Wier. Mr. Lillywhite has lived with this now. What do you | 


think the committee could do to help them ¢ 


Mr. Latityrwuarre. I do not know what the committee wants to do. 


Mr. Wier. Never mind that. 

What solution do you see here ? 

Mr. Luxywurre. I am going to tell you what the proposal is for 
the solution, and the proposal is simply this, as I understand it from 
Mr. Wright: that they say to the Federal Government— 

There is an increase in elementary children and you are going to have to build 


more school facilities in that elementary district on base. In order to get 1 high 
school instead of having 2 about a mile apart, you take this high school for 
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elementary purposes, It has about a 350 capacity, and in a period of 5 years 
it will be filled. You will not have to spend any more money for elementary 
children, Get that credit to the Kern County High School District and take the 
money that you saved by devoting this high school to elementary purposes and 
transfer that money or give that money to Kern County Union High School off 
base to build a high school off base. 

As I understand it, that is the proposal. 

Mr. Wrieurt. That is right. 

Mr. Wier. Some of that is a local problem; is it not ? 

Mr. Fre.tincHuysen. I am getting more and more confused, the 
more I hear. 

This is a proposal to use money that would be available for the 
construction of additional facilities for an elementary school to build 
a high school off the Federal property. It certainly would be a far 
cry, no matter what kind of amendment you put on this type of legis- 
lation, to allow that sort of proposition because of the peculiar rela- 
tionships which you entered into between your Kern County High 
School District and the China Lake area. 

Mr. Wriewt, Mr. Frelinghuysen, I do not think that we should 
belabor probably too much that original agreement. It got us into 
trouble all right, but this transferring of the elementary and high 
school seems a very logical thing tous, This present Burroughs High 
School is located up in the base. It has rooms. Many of the rooms 
are regular classrooms that could be used for elementary schools tomor- 
row. Others can be converted with very little expense into rooms 
for seventh- and eighth-grade children, for example, and it is located 
right where they are going to have to have some more elementary 
teers in a very short time. It will serve the increased elementary 

ation. 
"1 hat we do not want to do is to go ahead and add on to the Bur- 
roughs High School that is located in the middle of the base because 
we do not solve the problem outside. We then force ourselves into 
having a high school on base and a high school off base. 

If these buildings could not be used for elementary purposes now 
or in a very reasonable time, we would not even suggest it, but since 
they can be, why not take that same money and put it over here and 
construct a new high school accessible to both sides and make all of 
the entitlement usable. Then will have solved not only the elementary 
problem without any additional expense to the Government, but we 
will solve this high-school problem, which has been with us. 

I can see no relief for this high-school situation if we cannot get 
the law authorizing us to do something of the sort. Then they would 
be compelled to enlarge that Burroughs High School to take care of 
the on-base children and we would have done nothing for the off-base 

roup. 
7 Mr. Upauu. May I muddy the waters further here? 

Mr. Frecineuuysen. Yes. I hope you are not going to muddy 
them too much, but I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. Upau. Actually, the reason that the high school is not eligible 
for Public Law 815 money is that you have a countywide high-school 
district. 

Mr. McCuen. No. It covers 50 percent of the county geograph- 
ically. 
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May I point out that this isolated area became a part of the district 
during wartime, 1944, the height of World War II, at the request 
of the Navy so that they could have a high school there for the 
children of the scientific and naval secant We did it as a public 
service. 

Speaking from a trade standpoint, the people go to San Bernardino 
and Los Angeles to trade. They are as close to those points as they are 
to Bakersfield. 

Mr. Upauu. My point is, Why can you not carve a high-school 
district out co-terminus with the China Lake elementary district and 
would the district not then be eligible, whereas now, taking it into 
the larger context, it is not eligible for Public Law 815 money / 

Mr. Wricut. I can give you some very practical reasons. 

Mr. Upatu. I wanted to bring Mr. Lillywhite in on that, too. 

Mr. Frevincnvuysen. I think that is what I am saying also. I am 
not saying that it is not logical to do what you are suggesting. I am 
not saying that Mr. Udall’s suggestion is not logical, but in both 
eases you are asking the Federal Government to get embroiled in what 
is basically a local or a State problem. 

We talk about Federal control. It seems to me that what you 
ought to do is to set yourself up, if it is possible, in such a way that you 
can qualify, instead of asking a law of general application to apply 
in a unique situation. 

Mr. Upaut. I think we are thinking along the same line. 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. Yes; I think we are. I am sure all the mem- 
bers are sympathetic. I am just wondering what would be reasonable 
solution. We hope we can work something out. 

Mr. Wriecur. There is no wealth in that area. There is no real 
property. There is some personal property valuation on the China 
Lake district that is on base, property that belongs to the individuals, 
like refrigerators and what-have-you, I guess. 

We have discussed establishing a separate district. We cannot by 
edict establish a district. The people have to vote for it. 

China Lake—as I said, this may not be very logical, but it is a 
practical problem—has figured out a way whereby if they raise their 
tax rate high enough and get the State of California to dig up a lot 
of extra money for maintenance and operations, which otherwise would 
fall back on somebody else—and they have raised their tax rate to 
$3 out there, which ordinarily would have been 90 cents per hundred— 
the result is they pick up $50,000 annually out of the State fund. 

The people outside are not going to go along with that sort of thing 
because they own some real property out there, not very much but 
they own it, and they are just scared to death that the people inside 
who have the majority vote because there are more of them will vote 
this kind of a deal on them, so they will have nothing to do with the 
establishment of a unified district, a new high school district, or any- 
thing of the kind. 

The only thing they would go for would be a separate school district 
outside. 

We just do not see that it is good business, when we are trying to set 
up good district organization, to go ahead and actually be a party or 

ermit the establishment of a secondary high school with 150 or 200 
c<ids a mile and a half from another high Skea It is not good busi- 
ness for anybody. 
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Mr. FretincHuysen. They may not have very much money, but 
it sounds as though they have brains, on the basis of hiking up their 
tax rate to this extent. Maybe they could be doing more than they 
have. 

Mr. Wricur. They have just about picked that chicken clean, I 
will tell you that, because that law was not set up for the purpose of 
doing that. It was set up for some other reasons, the way it was 
actually drafted, but they ae taken advantage of it, they have done 
it, and of course, that being an isolated area, we have also been con- 
fronted with the problem of geographical location, and they have 
been constantly on us to get their rates increased out there. 

The State has been taking the task of the Federal Government, 
which is probably all right—I do not know—but those are just some of 
the facets of this problem. 

The most important thing out in that area is to get a single high 
school district located in such a way that it is accessible to both sides, 
and get the thing financed with the Federal Government bearing its 
fair share and anyone else taking up there whatever there is to provide. 

Mr. FrecincHuysen. I am just questioning whether this would be 
the place to try to secure that end by special legislation of some kind. 

Mr. Wricut. We have not attempted to draft any legislation. We 
do believe, however, that language could be drawn that would isolate 
the matter to this particular situation so that it would not be in diffi- 
eulty with everybody else. We would not appeal to this committee for 
a minute on any other situation in California. 

We have had lots of hard luck stories presented to us as a depart- 
ment, but we just do not believe there is anything comparable to this 
sort of thing any place. 

I think language could be drawn that would make it possible to do 
it and would not be very elaborate language either. 

Mr. Perkins. Are there any further questions? 

If not, thank you, gentlemen, very much. We appreciate your 
coming. We will try to wrestle with it the best we can. 

Mr. Wricut. We appreciate very much the courtesy you have given. 

Mr. Perkins. We will go into executive session now. 

Mr. McCurn. We have these statements here, including the reso- 
lution of our governing board, which reviews the relationship there, 
that we would like to file with you. 

Mr. Perkins. Without objection, those statements will be placed in 
the record. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 

(Map filed with the committee. ) 


RESOLUTION 


BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE KERN COUNTY UNION HIGH SCHOOL AND JUNIOR COLLEGE 
DISTRICT ADOPTED ON APRIL 9, 1956 


Whereas the board of trustees of this district, under the provisions of sections 
2711-2763 inclusive of the California Education Code, accepted the petition of 
the China Lake elementary district to become a part of the Kern County Union 
High School District; and 

Whereas the commanding officer of the naval ordnance test station, in urging 
legislation leading to the inclusion of the above sections in the Education Code, 
stated that it was the intent of the Federal Government to make the school 
facilities available to all the children of the Indian Wells Valley area; and 
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Whereas the Navy, acting through the Bureau of Ordnance, did for a period 
of years carry out their part of the obligation ; and 

Whereas under Public Law 815 authority for providing school housing was 
transferred from the Navy to the jurisdiction of the United States Office of 
Education and in which public law provisions for meeting the Navy's commit- 
ments were omitted ; and 

Whereas the board of trustees of the Kern County Union High School District 
under the original conditions for the maintenance of Burroughs High School has 
not included in its capital outlay program funds for construction purposes at 
Burroughs and has no funds available for such purposes ; and 

Whereas the board of trustees believes that the Federal Government should 
resume its obligations. for full support for construction purposes at Burroughs 
High School under terms of the original agreements: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That the superintendent of the district be authorized and he is hereby 
directed to arrange a meeting with representatives of the California State 
Department of Education, the United States Office of Education, and this district 
to develop legislation which will authorize the appropriation of funds to enable 
the Federal Government to resume its rightful obligations. 

* * * * 7” * . 


I hereby certify that thisis a*true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by 
the board of trustees of the Kern County Union High School and Junior College 
District on April 9, 1956. 

T. L. McCuen, 
District Superintendent and Secretary, Board of Trustees Kern County 
Union High School and Junior College District. 


DEVELOPMENT OF BURROUGHS HIGH SCHOOL ON THE NAVAL ORDNANCE TEST STATION, 
INYOKERN 


The establishment of the naval ordnance test station in the sparsely populated 
desert area in eastern Kern County in the early 1940’s created a definite educa- 
tional problem with respect to organization of schools, their facilities, operation, 
and finance. The establishment of a high school was particularly difficult since 
the station area was not a part of any high school district. 

The commanding officer, Capt. S. E. Burroughs, Jr., at the time of the sta- 
tion’s establishment recognized this educational problem. He saw clearly. that 
the only way to get a high school into operation on the station under the critical 
conditions then existing was to join a high school system already in operation. 
Because of existing conditions, the urgent need for educational opportunities at 
the naval ordnance test station and because of the Navy’s willingness to supply 
maintenance and operation cests, this district agreed to the proposals made by 
Captain Burroughs. Accordingly, he submitted a request in January of 1945 
to Dr. Walter Dexter, then California State superintendent of instruction, to 
introduce State legislation which would enable the establishment of an elementary 
district on the station and permit its joining a high school district for high 
school purposes. At that time Captain Burroughs stated in part: 

“In order to attract and hold a corps of scientists and engineers to this desert 
area, remote from any center of population, the Government has deemed it neces- 
sary to build a completely modern school providing education from kindergarten 
through high school. At the same time, the Navy wishes to make these fine school 
facilities available to all of the children who live in the Indian Wells Valley, 
whether or not they live on the station. This school will be built on a 33-acre 
plot located wholly within the area of the station. It is planned to have it com- 
pleted for the 1945-46 school year. Furthermore, the Navy will maintain this 
property by furnishing janitor service, necessary repairs, heat, light, and water. 
However, the Navy will not provide furniture, laboratory, and shop equipment 
or school supplies and does not contemplate furnishing any supervision or 
teaching service.” 

The subsequent session of the State legislature enacted a law in accordance 
with the wishes of the representatives of the United States Navy. A copy of the 
provisions of that law is appended hereto. Following the enactment of this law. 
a petition was presented on August 27, 1945, to the board of trustees of the Kern 
County Union High School District by the board of trustees of the newly formed 
China Lake Elementary School District (naval ordnance test station) requesting 
annexation. 

“We the duly elected board of education of the China Lake Elementary School 
District, the governing board of the said district * * * do hereby petition the 
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beard of education of the Kern County Union High School District, a contiguous 
high school district, for annexation of the China Lake Elementary School District 
to said Kern County Union High School District.” 

On August 28, 1945, the board of trustees of the Kern County Union High 
School District accepted the petition. 

“A motion was made by Mr. Woodworth, seconded by Mr. O'Neill, and carried, 
that the petition of the China Lake Elementary School District Board of Trustees 
be accepted and that the China Lake Elementary School District be made a part 
of the Kern County Union High School District for secondary school purposes.” 

Under the provisions of the above-mentioned legislation, the boards of the 
two districts, in concurrence with the commanding officer of the United States 
naval ordnance test station, signed an agreement for setting out the bases of 
operation and stating the terms under which the two districts would employ the 
administrator of the high school and the elementary district. The high school 
was to be constructed on the military station. The commanding officer proceeded 
to establish and erect a high-school plant. The high school was opened in the 
fall of 1945 with an enrollment of 168 students. At the present time, the official 
October enrollment for the current school year was 545. It should be mentioned 
here that also as of October of this school year there were 1,890 elementary stu- 
dents on the naval ordnance test station and in immediate environs. These 
figures may be compared with those for 1936-37 prior to the establishment of the 
naval ordnance test station when there were 19 students of elementary age and 
approximately 6 high-school students in the comparable area. 


EDUCATION Cope oF CALIFORNIA 1951 
CHAPTER 8.5. ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS INCLUDING MILITARY STATIONS 
(Chap. 8.5 added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430) 
Article 1. Formation 


(Art. 1 added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430) 


2711. Whenever during the school year 1944-45 the commanding officer of 
a military station comprising an area of not less than 650 square miles on which 
reside not less than 5,000 persons employed or stationed at such station, and 
on which permanent school buildings for the accommodation of the children of 
such persons are to be constructed, file with the county clerk of the county in which 
the greater part of the population of the station is located, a verified state- 
ment setting forth the fact of the existence of such station and describing by 
metes and bounds the boundaries thereof and stating the formation of an elemen- 
tary school district to include all territory within such area or station is desirable, 
such territory shall upon the filing of the statement become an elementary school 
district. 

( Added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430.) 

2712. At any time following the formation of the elementary school districts, 
the governing board of any contiguous elementary school district or the governing 
boards of one or more elementary school district contiguous to each other and 
one of which is contiguous to the elementary school district formed under this 
chapter may petition the governing board of such elementary school district to 
unite with it. If the petition is granted, the districts are united and become a 
union elementary school district. 

(Added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430.) 

2712.5. At any time following the formation of the elementary school district, 
the governing board of any contiguous elementary school district lying wholly 
within the county in which the greater part of the population of the district 
formed under this chapter is located may call an election in the contiguous 
elementary school district for the purpose of submitting to the electors of such 
contiguous elementary school district the question of whether such contiguous 
elementary school district shall become a part of the elementary school district 
formed under this chapter. Such election shall be called, held, and conducted 
substantially in the manner provided for in article 1 of chapter 4 of this division 
except that the ballot shall contain the words: “Shall the (insert name) 
Elementary School District become a part of the (insert name) Hlementary 
School District?” The voter shall write or print after the words on his ballot 
the word “Yes” or the word “No.” 
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If a majority of the votes cast at such election is in the affirmative, such 
contiguous elementary school district shall thereafter become a part of the 
elementary school district formed under this chapter. 

(Added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430.) 


Article 2. Governing board 
(Art. 2 added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430) 


2721. The governing board of an elementary school district formed hereunder 
shall consist of three members elected at large and serving for 3 years except 
as otherwise herein provided. 

(Added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430.) 

2722. Within 10 days after the formation of the district, the county superin- 
tendent of schools shall call an election for the election of the members of the 
governing board of the district. The election shall be called, held, and conducted 
as provided in article 1 of chapter 4 of this division insofar as said article is not 
inconsistent or in conflict with this article. The members of the governing 
board elected at said election shall take office immediately following the canvass 
of the returns of the election. 

The first members of the governing board of the district elected under this 
section shall determine by lot the term of each so that the term of one member 
will expire on June 30 of the following school year, the term of one member will 
expire on June 30 of the succeeding school year, and the term of one member will 
expire on June 30 of the third succeeding school year. 

(Added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430.) 

2722. Annually, beginning with the schoo] year following that in which the 
district was formed an election shall be held as provided in article 1 of chapter 4 
of this division for the election of members to succeed those whose terms expire 
on June 30 of the school year in which the election is held. 

(Added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430.) 


Article 8. Annexation to a high-school district 
(Art. 3 added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430) 


2731. Upon the formation of an elementary school district under this chapter 
the governing board thereof may file with the governing board of any contiguous 
high-school district lying wholly within the county in which the greater part of 
the population of military station is located, a petition requesting the annexation 
of the elementary school district to said high-school district. If the governing 
board of the high-school district grants the petition, the elementary district is 
annexed to the high-school district. 

(Added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430.) 

2732. Upon such annexation the governing board of the high-school district 
shall maintain in the elementary school district and within the military station 
in quarters made available and maintained by the commanding officer of the 
military station adequate high-school facilities and instruction. 

(Added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430.) 

2733. After the first full school year following the annexation of the elementary 
school district to a high-school district under this article, the elementary school 
district may withdraw from the high-school district at the end of any succeeding 
schoo] year by filing a written statement of such withdrawal with the county 
superintendent of schools having jurisdiction over the district; provided, the 
governing board of the elementary school district shall have given the governing 
board of the high-school district written notice 1 school year prior to such 
withdrawal. 

(Added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430.) 


Article 4. Employment of supervising principal 
(Article 4 added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430) 


2741. The governing board of the elementary district and the governing board 
of the high-school district may jointly employ a supervising principal for the 
elementary schools and high schools maintained within the elementary district. 

(Added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430.) 
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Article 5. Crediting of attendance 
(Art. 5 added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430) 


2751. The county superintendent of schools having jurisdiction over an ele- 
mentary school district created hereunder shall, if such district be formed prior 
to July 1, 1945, calculate the units of average daily attendance resulting from 
the attendance of elementary school pupils residing in the territory comprising 
the elementary school district and attending school during the school year 1944-45 
in the district in which such territory was situated or in a contiguous school 
district and shall in making his report to the superintendent of public instruc- 
ton pursuant to section 358 credit such attendance to the elementary school dis- 
trict formed hereunder. 

(Added. by Stats. 1945, ch. 430.) 


Article 6. Miscellaneous provisions 


(Art. 6 added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430) 


2761. Upon the formation of an elementary school district under this chapter, 
the elementary school district shall cease to be a part of any high-school district 
formed during the school year 1944-45 of which the elementary school district 
may be a part. 

(Added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430.) 

2762. Sections 1591 and 1592 of this code are not applicable in the case of 
the formation or establishment of a school district or the annexation thereof to, 
or the withdrawal thereof from, a high-school district, pursuant to this chapter. 

(Added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430.) 

2763. The governing board of an elementary school district formed under 
this chapter shall permit the attendance, without discrimination, upon the school 
or schools of such district of pupils residing in contiguous school districts to 
the full extent of the ability of the school or schools of the district to accom- 
modate them. 

(Added by Stats. 1945, ch. 430.) 


Mr. Perxrns. The committee will now go into executive session. 
(Statements, letters, etc., was subsequently received and accepted 
by the committee and printed in the record as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Wri11aAM H. Avery, First District, KANSAS, ON THE 
Proposep EXTENSION oF Pusiic Law 815 aNnp Pusiic Law 874 


The preamble to the Constitution of the United States sets forth the basic 
postulate that this is a government of the people. Logically following from this 
basic postulate has been the theory that public education is the responsibility of 
the local communities and the States. Federal action which would encroach 
upon this principle is alien to our system. 

But in the national interest we find there are occasions when the Federal 
Government has a responsibility to render assistance to the States and the local 
communities. This is especially so when the problem facing the States and 
the local communities is the result of Federal activities. 

Your committee and the Congress has recognized the obligation of the Fed- 
eral Government to aid local communities where Federal activities result in 
excessive burdens on the local school system. Public Law 815 and Public Law 
874 provide financial assistance for schools in federally affected areas. The 
provisions of these laws do not contain any authority which would cause concern 
over the matter of Federal control. They are in keeping with the basic postulate 
of local responsibility for public education. In these public laws the Federal 
Government is merely meeting its obligation in areas where we have great 
defense installations, by paying at least a portion of the Government’s share of 
the cost of educating the children who are on Government installations or 
Government military establishments or are brought into the school districts 
because of them or Government construction projects. 

These public laws are to expire. In my opinion it would be a great injustice 
to federal'y affected areas not to extend these laws. 

These public laws are of special importance to the First Congressional District 
of Kansas, which I have the honor of representing. In 5 of the 13 counties 
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making up the district with a total school enrollment of 26,786 students there 
are over 6,000 federally connected children or more than 22% percent of the 
pupils in these 5 counties are the result of Federal activities. The counties are 
Clay, Jefferson, Leavenworth, Riley, and Shawnee. 

As you know, Congress enacted a 3 percent absorption clause which requires 
each applicant school district to absorb without payment under Public 874 a 
number of federally connected children @qual to 3 percent of the non-Federa] 
attendance in the preceding school year. I think the 3 percent absorption 
requirement should be postponed at least through the 1956-57 fiscal year. 

I would like to quote from a letter to me by Mr. Wendell Godwin, superin- 
tendent of the public schools of Topeka, Shawnee County, Kans. : 

“* * * there are a great many students in Shawnee County that are federally 
connected, and for whose education we are unable to secure normal revenue. 
The Federal Government has been paying in-lieu-of-taxes payments to help us 
out on the theory that we would receive these taxes if parents of these children 
were employed on private property. 

“The 3-percent absorption clause would wreck our budget, and we are very 
much interested in having it forestalled.” 

From this example, it is apparent the adverse effect this clause would have 
on school budgets when it is noted that in the First Congressional District an 
estimated loss of $155,542.73 would result to the schools for the 1956-57 year. 
This means 47 Kansas school districts in 5 counties would not be entitled to funds 
totaling the above amount for federally connected children who attend school 
in these districts and the districts are unable to obtain normal revenue for 
their education. I hope the committee will recommend postponement of the 
3-percent absorption clause. 

As I stated, I favor an extension of Public Law 815. I respectfully submit 
for your consideration some possible amendments to this law. As you know, 
the present law calls for a 5-percent-per-year or a 10-percent-per-2-year-period 
increase in pupil attendance to be eligible for assistance under this law. I be- 
lieve this percentage is higher than the normal pupil growth nationally. To me 
a reasonable and practical approach would be to have the percentage require- 
ment closely related to the normal pupil growth. 

Further, the previous extensions of this act and the current 2-year extension 
provide Federal assistance only for the increase in Federal pupils during each 
2-year period over the federally connected pupils at the close of the previous 
2-year period. 

It would appear to me our schools could plan their building needs more effec- 
tively if they were permitted to estimate their needs at least 1 year beyond any 
cutoff dates. Public Law 815 expires June 30, 1956, the schools cannot plan 
beyend that date. Our school administrators could operate more efficiently if 
it were possible to always plan at least 1 year in advance of the cutoff date. 

I sincerely appreciate this opportunity to present to the committee my views 
on the extension of Public Law 815 and Public Law 874. 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, April 20, 1956. 
Hon. Cart D. PERKINS, 
House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Cart: It is my understanding that you are chairman of the subcom- 
mittee of the House Education and Labor Committee which is considering 
extension of and amendment to Public Laws 815 and 874. Public Law 815 
deals with the construction aspects of Federal impact on schools and Public 
Law 874 deals with the operation and maintenance aspect of Federal-impact 
public schools. 

I have problems of great urgency involving both of these laws which require 
amendment thereof and problems which are perhaps unique in the United 
States because of the location and characteristics of the facility causing the 
Federal impact. I would burden your time by asking that you read the following 
very carefully and, if necessary, consulting with your staff and the Office 
of Education in order that you might completely understand the problem. At 
this point, I will confess to only a mere acquaintanceship with the workings 
of these laws, and I am merely passing on to you experts information furnished 
to me. I hope that this transmission will be completely understandable. 





ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 389 


The problems in question relate to the Naval Ordance Testing Station at 
China Lake, Calif., and its environs. Sometime prior to 1945 or thereabouts, 
this station was established by the Navy to carry on rocket and other research, 
and since it has undergone constant expansion since its establishment and 
performs a unique function, it can properly be classified as permanent in char- 
acter. It should be noted that it is one of the few military facilities in the 
United States which is overwhelmingly civilian in character and that the 
quality of civilian people required is extremely high, necessitating a very ade- 
quate educational program for their dependents. This station can be de 
scribed as being located in the heart of the Mojave Desert of California. At the 
time of its establishment, there were only 19 students of elementary age and 
6 high-school students in the general area of its location. As of October of 
1945, there were 1,890 elementary students and 545 high-school students. These 
figures demonstrate the impact of the station which can be described as the sole 
basic economic activity in the area. With the development of the station, a siz- 
able community of Ridgecrest grew up alongside it. This community de- 
veloped as a housing area for station personnel who could not secure on-station 
housing and also as a result of need for commercial services provided by busi- 
ness establishments unavailable on the station. 

By 1945, the problem of education had become so acute that the Navy entered 
into agreements with the Kern County Union High School District for the con- 
struction by the Navy of a high-school facility on the station of a size sufficient 
to serve the needs of the pupils on the station together with an anticipated incre- 
ment of children of people residing off the station. In consideration of the pro- 
vision of the school buildings, the Kern County Union High School District 
reached out into the desert and agreed to operate the school, providing certain 
portions of the cost of such operation. Before the Navy’s arrival, there was no 
necessity for a high school in this area because the small number of pupils could 
be easily transported 50 or 60 miles to other schools by bus. Since the building 
of the school plant, which is situated within the bounds of the station on Federal 
property—in fact, within the bounds of a security fence—the problem of this 
school has been tremendous in that the constant expansion of the station with a 
correlative growth of the off-station community has resulted in rendering in- 
adequate the existing high-school plant. This background brings me up to the 
problem. 

The high school was originally constructed with Federal funds provided under 
section 204 of the original Public Law 815 before it was amended by Public Law 
246-> Under this amendment, section 310, money cannot be provided for con- 
structing facilities for students who do not reside on Federal property, and 
inasmuch as a sizable percentage of the students of Burroughs High School on 
said naval ordnance testing station are students who reside off the station 
proper—some of whose parents work on the station and some of whose parents 
provide commercial services to station residents—the school is at an impasse 
insofar as they cannot secure Federal moneys for needed expansion under 
present law. This impasse under the Federal law is tragic because the laws of 
the State of California will not permit expenditure of local or State money 
on schools located on Federal property. In these circumstances, it is logical 
that the Federal law be changed because if the station ceased to exist, the need 
for the high school would cease to exist. 

The local school administrators have sought desperately to solve the situation 
and have had conferences with the State of California superintendent of public 
instruction and with representatives of the Federal Office of Education without 
arriving at a definite action plan for solution of this question. I would at this 
time refer you to Mr. Brownell’s office for a further presentation of this problem 
and its possible solutions by amendment of Public Law 815 or Public Law 246. 

Several suggestions for solution have been made. The first of these is an 
amendment of section 310 of Public Law 246 in recognition of a Federal responsi- 
bility which existed prior to the enactment of modern-day Public Law 815, to 
wit, add section 310 (a) to read as follows: 

“In the case of children living in an area adjacent to that whose children are 
eligible for attendance and building facilities under section 310 of Public Law 
246, 83d Congress, and in an area whose children were eligible for attendance 
and school housing in facilities furnished by any agency of the Federal Gov- 
ernment prior to the passage of Public Law 815, Sist Congress, the Commis- 
sioner would make arrangements for constructing or otherwise providing the 
minimum school facilities necessary for the education of such children. To the 
maximum extent practicable, school facilities provided under this section shall 
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be comparable to minimum school facilities provided for children and com 
parable communities in the State. This section shall not apply to (A) children 
who reside on Federal property under the control of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission and (B) to Indian children attending federally operated Indian schools. 
Whenever it will be necessary for the Commissioner to provide school facilities 
for children under this section, the membership of such children may not be 
included in computing under section 305 the maximum on the total of the 
payments for any local educational agency.” 

It has also been suggested that section 310 of Public Law 815, 8ist Congress, 
be amended by inserting after “Federal property” the first time it appears the 
following: “or will reside with a parent employed on Federal property.” This 
last suggestion would be a partial solution brt would not encompass the case of 
children of parents who were not employed on Federal property but were pro- 
viding business services to the station and its residents. Another suggestion 
is that section 310 of Public Law 815, 8ist Congress, be amended by adding a 
(b) section to read as follows: 

“(b) Where, in estimation of the Commissioner, he would, within five years, 
be required to provide school facilities under subsection (a) for children resid- 
ing on certain Federal property, he shall provide additional assistance for the 
construction of school facilities by a local educational agency where the con- 
struction of such facilities will have the effect of making available sufficient 
school facilities theretofore constructed on such Federal property to make it 
unnecessary for the Commissioner to provide school facilities under subsection 
(a) for children residing on such property during such five-year period. The 
additional assistance furnished under this subsection shall be an amount equal 
to the total sum which the Commissioner would have expended under subsection 
(a) had such agency not constructed such facilities. Payments under this 
subsection shall be made in a manner comparable to payments made under 
section 307.” 

This last suggestion, I believe, contemplates a situation wherein the Kern 
County Union High School district would build a new high school plant off 
station property for the benefit of both on-station and off-station residents 
with the existing on-station high school plant being used to provide necessary 
facilities for the expanded needs of the on-station elementary school. It would 
be something in the nature of an exchange. In this connection, it should be 
pointed out that the construction of an additional off-station facility by the 
high school district is physically possible but economically and educationally 
impractical unless it were used for the whole high-school population in the 
vicinity with some major Federal participation in cost either through the 
device suggested above or otherwise because there is just not enough population 
in this general area to sustain two separate and complete high school plants. The 
total population is something in the nature of 15,000 to 20,000 people, both 
on and off the station. I have hereinabove outlined the nature of the problem 
and some of the suggestions. I am confident that you and your staff and the 
Office of Education could work out an acceptable program and the need is 
most urgent. 

The foreging is the most urgent aspect of the educational problems arising 
from the said military facility, but there are others, and I should deal wtih 
them in this letter. I will endeavor to do so to the best of my ability in an 
admittedly technical field. 

Referring again to the construction aspect of the impact problem, I am advised 
that section 310 of Public Law 815 does not adequately permit provision and 
expenditure of moneys necessary to provide off-site development essential to 
a school facility. It is my further understanding that the Housing and Home 
Fiance Agency should be clothed with needed authority in this field or the mili- 
tary station involved should be given this authority. I assume I am referring 
to provision of utilities and similar services necessary to operation of a 
school plant—in this case a school plant adjacent to Wherry housing area. 

Another suggested solution, which may be outside the jurisdiction of your 
committee, has been that the Navy be authorized to donate station property 
by the existing high school plant to the Kern County Union High School District 
in order that said district might provide needed buildings which would be 
technically on their own property but which would be immediately adjacent to 
existing buildings on Navy property, and which would be used to supplement 
said existing plant. 

Referring now to Public Law 874, in connection with the same Navy Federal 
impact problem, there is a need that entitlements for A. D. A. under Public Law 
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874 be based on current enrollment rather than previous history of enrollment, 
and adjustment for growth should be made twice a year rather than once a 
year. Basing of payment on past enrollment creates a radical problem for 
school districts which consist entirely of Federal property. They haye no tax 
base and except insofar as the State wherein they are located makes some 
contribution to their operation and maintenance, they must restort to legal or 
illegal borrowing of money in order to remain current in their payments for 
teachers and other necessary services. This has been a problem in connection with 
the N. O. T. 8. schools. 

I am also advised that with respect to Senate bills 3233 and 3525, page 3 
thereof, relating to subsection (d) of section 3, proposes to change the basis 
of local contribution rate from state averages to United States averages. It is 
considered that if such proposals are enacted into law, they would have a 
ruinous effect on many school districts in California. 

My last observations relate to the 3 percent absorption features contained 
in section 3—C-1 of Public Law 248. I confess a lack of understanding of this 
section, but I am advised that heretofore the Congress has waived this absorption 
feature but that if such waiver is discontinued the school districts I have been 
discussing will be in serious trouble in terms of money necessary to sustain 
their operation, 

I will be most happy to meet with you personally on these questions and to 
show you my files, and also to sit down with a representative from the Office 
of Education in order that you might have the best possible understanding of 
these problems. Also, I would be willing to have representatives from the 
local sehool districts appear before your committee to testify with respect to 
these problems; however, I am confident that the Office of Education is com- 
pletely aware of them and would be most adequate witnesses on each of the 
juestions raised by this letter. 

Sincerely yours, 
HARLAN HAGEN, 
Member of Congress, 14th California District. 


APRIL 25, 1956. 
Hon. CLirrrorD G. McINTIRE, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak CoLLtEAGuE: Your letter of April 24, regarding Public Laws 815 and 874, 
has just been received and is greatly appreciated. 

I am forwarding your communication to Mr. Fred Hussey, the clerk of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, and instructing him to have it incorporated 
in the record of hearings conducted on the legislation. 

With best wishes, I am 

Yours very truly, 
GRAHAM A, BARDEN. 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., April 24, 1956. 
Hon. GRAHAM A, BARDEN, 
Chairman, House Committee on Education and Labor, 
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN : H. R. 10227 is designed to extend for 2 years the program 
of financial assistance in the construction of school facilities and for local edu- 
cational agencies in areas affected by Federal activities under the provisions of 
Public Laws 815 and 874, 81st Congress. It is further designed to correet in- 
equities that have proved apparent in the administration of this program. 

This legislation has my keen interest, inasmuch as Maine’s Third Congressional 
Distriet—the district which I have the honor of representing in the Congress— 
harbors several major military installations, each of which, through its Federal 
impact, has a profound effect on the school program of the community or com- 
munities near which it is located. 

An extension of this legislation—with the recommended modifications—will, in 
my opinion, have the effect of eliminating irregularities and of complying with 
the requirements and demands of school conditions as they exist today in our 
federally affected communities. 


76765—56——26 
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I strongly urge this committee to give H. R. 10227 favorable consideration, ang 
I respectfully request that this statement be incorporated into the record of 
hearings conducted on this legislation. 
Respectfully, 
C.irFrorD G. McINTIRE, 
Member of Congress, Third District, Maine. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. JoHN J. Ritey, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
Strate or SoutH CAROLINA, BEFoRE PERKINS SUBCOMMITTEE, HoUse Epucation 
AND Lasor COMMITTEE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity 
of appearing before you today. I shall take up only a few minutes of your 
valuable time. 

I am strongly in favor of the continuation of the program of school assistance 
to federally affected areas. Federal impact in my district has been heavy, particu- 
larly in the areas adjacent to Shaw Air Force Base, Fort Jackson, and the 
Savannah River project of the Atomic Energy Commission. Although this mam- 
moth AEC project lies wholly within my district, its impact has not been con- 
fined to the adjacent communities, but has extended to many other communities 
in my State and in our sister State of Georgia. Continued successful operation 
of the schools in these areas is dependent upon the extension of Public Laws 815 
and 874. 

While I am in favor of all the amendments in H. R. 10227, which was intro- 
duced by the chairman of this subcommittee at the request of school officials in 
federally affected areas, I am particularly interested in two proposals. 

First is the suspension or elimination of the 3 percent absorption requirement 
of Public Law 874. This committee has never let this requirement go into effect 
because of the undue hardships it would impose on affected school districts. The 
same reasons which have prompted its postponement in prior years still exist 
and, in my opinion, warrant its further suspension or removal. The burdens in 
many of these districts are already severe, and the wisdom of adding to these 
burdens by the implementation of the 3 percent absorption requirement is, at 
best, highly questionable. Personally, I fail to see the justice of this requirement 
under any circumstances. 

The second proposal of particular interest to me is that which would raise the 
local contribution rate “floor.” 

The present formula penalizes federally affected school districts in States such 
as mine in which the percentage of State funds contributed is high. I am informed 
that a high State contribution rate is desirable from an educational and adminis- 
tratve point of view, but the present formula in Public Law 874 discriminates 
against States having such a rate. This seems to me to be unjust. It is obvious 
that the State funds and the local funds come from the pockets of the same 
taxpayers, regardless of the method employed to collect and distribute them. 
While the proposed amendment will not eliminate entirely the inequity in Fed- 
eral payments to the school districts of the various States, it will serve to reduce 
them materially. 

I urge that the committee act favorably on these proposals. 

Thank you again for letting me appear before you. 


STATEMENT oF Hon. JoHN E. FoGarty, 2p Disrricr or Ruopge ISLAND, BEFORE 
COMMITTEEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES IN 
Support or H. R. 10227, A Bua To AMEND AND EXTEND Purtiic Laws 815 AND 
874 


Since 1950 when Public Laws 815 and 874 were passed to meet the costs for 
providing education for federally connected children in federally impacted 
school districts, I have been interested in how well these laws did what they were 
designed to do. 

When the two programs are considered together, Public Law 815 (school con- 
struction), and Public Law 874 (maintenance and operation), a total of 
$962,500,000 has been appropriated by the Congress. Every State in the Union 
has participated. 
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From time to time the laws have been amended as experience indicated need. 
However, one such amendment incorporated in Public Law 248 was repudiated 
by Congress last year and I believe should be removed permanently from the 
law. I refer to the 3 percent absorption feature that has been dealt with in 
the testimony of a number of school superintendents who have appeared 
before this committee including Leonard Maine of Portsmouth, R, I. I have 
been informed that the superintendents of schools of the federally impacted 
school distriets of the Nation have made a careful study of needed corrections 
in these laws and that H. R. 10227 includes many of these. 

It is my belief that Public Laws 815 and 874 should do exactly as they 
were designed to do—meet Federal responsibility with regard to providing 
education for children of federally impacted school districts of the United States. 
I assure this committee of my interest in and support for any legislation which 
will help to meet this objective and hope that H. R. 10227 is favorably reported 
out for floor action in the immediate future. 

I submit herewith a study that indicates approximate losses that will occur to 
the school distriets of Rhode Island unless the absorption feature is removed 
from Publie Law 874: 


Rhode Island study of effects of 3-percent absorption (Public Law 874) 
[Distriet expected to absorb a number of pupils equal to 3 percent of non-Federal] 
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Source: Public Law 874, application forms for 1956-57 (sec. 3 children). 


[Telegram] 
Buruineton, N. J., April 20, 1956. 
Hon. Frank THOMPSON, Jr., 


House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Sorry 874 and 815 are in jeopardy. Need here increasing. Urge Congress to 
reconsider and continue this education aid. 
BURLINGTON TOWNSHIP Boarp oF EDUCATION. 


[Telegram] 

Mount Hotty, N. J., April 20, 1956. 
Hon. FRANK THOMPSON, Jr., 

House Office Building: 

People of Mount Holly and the Raneocas Valley Regional School District solicit 
your continued support and interest in Public Laws 815 and 874. Fort Dix and 
McGuire have increased our school financial problems so the continuation of 
these laws will be extremely helpful to us. Trust that your committee and Con- 
gress will extend and even liberalize these laws. 

Frep W. Evans, 
Superintendent, Mount Holly, N.d. 
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{Telegram ] 


Riversive, N. J., April 20, 1956. 
Congressman FRANK THOMPSON, Jr., 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
We request that you use your influence to have Federal aid to schools continued. 
M. A. GLASMIRE, 
Superintendent.of. Schools, Riverside, N. J. 


[Telegram] 


BURLINGTON, N. J., April 20, 1956. 
Hon. Frank 8. THOMPSON, 
Fourth Congressional District From New Jersey, 
Office Building, House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 
Burlington City Board of Education urges your support extending benefits of 
Public Laws 874 and 815. Continuance of Federal assistance for federally af- 


fected school districts vital to New Jersey. 
JosEePH W. Howe, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


[Telegram] 


BorDENTOWN, N. J., April 20, 1956. 
Hon. Frank THOMPSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. Cx: - 


Request you support for-renewal Public Laws 815 and 874. 
RALPH KUBN, 
Superintendent, Bordentown Township Schools. 


{Telegram] 


Marre Suave, N. J., April 20, 1956. 
Hon. FRANK THOMPSON, Jr., 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. THOMPSON: The Maple Shade school system would appreciate your 
support on the bill continuing Public Laws 815 and 874 for the next 2 years. 
LAMBERT REYNOLDS, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


{Telegram ] 


Paumyra, N. J., April 20, 1956. 
Hon, Franx-THomMpPsON, Jr., 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


We respectfully urge your support in continuance of Public Laws 874 and 815. 
H. Epmonp Smits, 
Superintendent of Schools, Palmyra, N. J. 


(Telegram ] 


Dexanco, N. J., April 20, 1956. 
Hon. Franx THompson, IJr., 
House Office Building, Washington, D. O.: 
Urge your complete support of Public Law 874, continuing Federal aid to 


education. 
Riowarp G. WAGNER, 
Superintendent of Delanco Public Schools, Delanco, N. J. 





ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 395 


(Telegram ] 


LUMBERTON, N. J., April 20, 1956 
Hon. Frank THOMPSON, Jr., 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Would appreciate your support for the renewal of Public Laws 874 and 815. 


LAWRENCE R. WINCHELL, Jr., 
Principal, Lumberton Township School, Lumberton, N. J. 


Unttep States SENATE, 


April 18, 1956. 
Hon. Cart D. PERKINS, 


Committee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.: 


Respectfully referred to you with thanks for such favorable consideration as 
the communication herewith submitted warrants, and for a report thereon, in 
duplicate to accompany return of enclosure. 

By direction of: 


LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, 
United States Senate. 


HINGHAM PusLic SCHOOLS, 
Hingham, Mass., April 5, 1956. 
Senator Lraveretr SALTONSTALL, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. OC. 


Deak SENATOR SALTONSTALL : It has come to my attention that the House Educa- 
tion and Labor Committee has appointed a subcommittee to hold hearings on 
Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 under the chairmanship of Congressman 
Carl D. Perkins. It is my understanding that the testimony will begin on 
March 27 and continue through March 29 and will resume operation on Monday, 
April 9. I would appreciate it if you would register our interest in both of 
these laws to Mr. Perkins’ committee in order that he may be fully acquainted 
with the school superintendent's viewpoint with regard to the need for amending 
legislation as it now exists. 

Under Public Law 815, the following changes have been included in Senate 
bill 3234. These were introduced by bipartisan representation of the Senate. 

1. Provision should be made to allow the Commissioner of Education to con- 
sider the pupil load, both federally and nonfederally connected, for the year in 
which the application is filed and to estimate the increase in the pupil load te 
June 30 of the succeeding fiscal year in determining the federal responsibility. 
This was found necessary in order to avoid objectional delays in the construction 
of school facilities. 

2. Provisions should be made so that the non-Federal growth requirement 
would be changed from 5 percent per year to 3 percent per year or 6 percent over 
a two-year period instead of 10 percent. The reason for this change was for 
the purpose of assuring the applicants under Public Law 815 that they will assume 
a normal increase on the non-Federal pupil load the same as other school districts 
who are not applicants under this act. 

8. Provisions should be made to eliminate the requirement of “Presidential 
determination” under section 305 (a) (3), and the responsibility given to the 
Commissioner of Education. In determining whether there has been a Federal 
impact under this section only the school district should be considered rather 
than the general area. The reason for this is that the present “Presidential 
determination” requirement delays the construction of school facilities approxi- 
mately 1 year and does not safeguard the Government’s interest any more than 
if such determination was made by the Commissioner of Education who has” 
more facts available than the other agencies upon which the President must 
rely. A school district is affected only by its own impact which may or may not 
be related to the general area impact. Some districts in the general area may 
experience an impact while others do not. Yet, if both are controlled by the 
impact on the area, serious inequities will result. 

4. (It is felt that the following should be included in the revisions.) Pro- 
visions should be made for the school facilities constructed for children of 
parents residing in Federal public housing to remain available for these chil- 
dren when such housing is disposed of by the Federal Government either to 
private owners or a municipal housing authority. The reason for this is that, 
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under the present legislation, these children become the sole responsibility 
of the local school district and the facilities constructed for them are recovered 
by the Federal Government to meet its responsibility for further increases 
in federally connected pupils. Thus, the Federal Government is placed in the 
position of virtually giving the housing away and at the same time taking the 
school facilities away from the children for whom they were built and using 
them to meet its responsibility for further Federal pupils which it causes to 
migrate to the school district. 

5. Provision should be made for applicants to retroactively request Federal 
assistance under section 209 (c) of Public Law 815 and section 308 of the 
amended legislation for federally connected children which were established 
during the 6-year period this act has been in operation. The reason for this 
is that these sections were not called to the attention of the applicants and 
no provision was made in the application form to apply for the assistance 
authorized thereunder. It is obvious that those applicants which have experi- 
enced the greatest impact and an impact continuing over a greater number 
of years will be less fiscally able to finance the non-Federal share of the 
facilities needed to house the federally connected impact. To limit the Federal 
responsibility an applicant should be required to show that funds received 
under other sections of this act together with the maximum local funds avail- 
able and not needed to house the nonfederally connected children have been 
insufficient to provide housing for the previously established federally connected 
children. 

Under Public Law 874, the following changes have been included in Senate 
bill 3233 and are of extreme importance: 

1. Provision should be made to eliminate the 3 percent absorption for the 
school year 1956-57 and for any further extension of the legislation. The reason 
for this is that federally impacted school districts have many extra fiscal 
problems other than those recognized in Public Law 874. Usually these dis- 
tricts have also experienced a non-Federal impact far in excess of normal which 
creases further fiscal difficulty. Thus, they are in no fiscal condition to absorb 
any part of the Federal responsibility which is recognized by this act. 

2. Provision should be made for the Federal responsibility for children 
of military personnel who migrate to a school district to continue as long as 
the children remain in school following the transfer of the parent from the 
school district upon military orders. The reason for this is that usually the 
families of military personnel cannot immediately be accommodated with 
housing facilities at a new assignment. Thus, it is highly inequitable for the 
Federal Government to discharge its responsibility merely by transferring its 
military personnel. 

3. Provision should be made so that deduction for tax payments in connec- 
tion with real property will be made only when Federal responsibility for chil- 
dren is claimed in connection with such Federal property. The reason for 
this is that Federal payments were made because of many Federal properties 
prior to the enactment of Public Law 874. They were authorized on a com- 
pletely different basis of Federal responsibility, and such payments have no 
connection with those under this act unless claim is made which is based on 
the Federal responsibility accepted by this act. 

4. Provision should be made for section 4a children whose parents either 
work on or live on Federal property to be eligible for payment as now provided 
regardless of the percentage such children are of either the total or the non- 
Federal pupil load. The reason for this is that the pupil impact normally pre- 
sents a greater fiscal problem that first year than any succeeding year. Yet, 
under the present act, the Federal Government accepts a responsibility for 
hundreds of children during their second year’s attendance regardless of need, 
but does not accept a responsibility during their first year of attendance even 
when based on need. 

5. Also, provision should be made for a continued Federal responsibility on a 
diminishing basis for children residing in Federal public housing when such 
housing is disposed of either to private owners or a municipal housing authority. 
The reason for this is that the fiseal impact resulting from the immediate loss 
of revenue in such cases under the present terms of this act cannot be absorbed 
without serious effect on the educational program in many instances. This im- 
pact can be absorbed by the applicant during a 4-year period similar to that 
provided under section 4 (b) of the original Public Law 874. 
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It has come to my attention that the Bureau of the Budget has made a recom- 
mendation for a deficiency appropriation for the current fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1956, both for Public Law 815 and Public Law 874. These appropriations 
are necessary to guarantee full payment under our entitlement as cuts will 
effect our school operation materially. 

Yours very truly, 
JoHN T. SAMUELSON, 
Assistant Superintendent. 


Aprit 18, 1956. 
Dr. Ropert R. MARTIN 


Superintendent of Public Instruction, Frankfort, Ky. 


Dear Rosert: This will acknowledge your reply of April 16 in the interest 
of legislation extending Federal aid to education in areas impacted by Federal 
installations and activities. 

Although I have already adjourned the committee until next Tuesday, I have 
discussed your statement with the clerk, and will get your statement in the 
record next week with copies to the press. 

I appreciate your courteous and prompt cooperation. 

Always my best wishes, 

Sincerely, 


Car D. Perkins, Member of Oongress. 


COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 


Frankfort, April 16, 1956. 
Hon. Cart D, PERKINS, 


House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. PERKINS: This is in answer to your inquiry concerning the need in 
Kentucky for school facilities in those areas affected by Federal activities. The 
need seems to be fairly constant and increasing in most areas affected. I am 
listing below the Federal projects and the districts which the projects affect. 


Fort Knor.—The districts affected are as follows: 


Edmonson County..- Elizabethtown Independent District. 
Hardin County Leitchfield Independent District. 


Jefferson County West Point Independent District. 
LaRue County. 


Fort Campbell.—The districts affected are as follows: 


Trigg County Hopkinsville Independent District. 
Christian County_ .. Pembroke Independent District. 


Blue Grass Ordnance.—The districts affected are as follows: 


Estill County— Berea Independent District. 
Madison County Mount Vernon Independent District. 
Rockcastle County Richmond Independent District. 


Lewvington Signal Depot at Avon and narcotics and veterans’ hospitals.—-The 
districts affected are as follows: 


Bourbon County Georgetown Independent District. 
Fayette County Mount Sterling Independent District. 
Paris Independent District. Winchester Independent District. 
Lexington Independent District. 


Madison, Ind., hydroelectric project—The districts affected are as follows: 
Carrol County Carrollton Independent District. 
Trimble County. 


Pike County, Ohio, atomic energy project and New Greenup Dam project.— 
The districts affected are as follows: 


Greenup County South Portsmouth Independent District. 
Lewis County Russell Independent District. 
Greenup Independent District_ Raceland Independent District. 
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Atomic energy project at Paducah.—The districts affected are as follows: 


McCracken County Livingston County. 

Marshall County_-_-- Lyon County. 

Calloway County Paducah Independent District. 
Graves County Mayfield Independent District. 


Ballard County Murray Independent District. 
Carlisle County. 


The atomic energy project at Paducah, McCracken County, has now about 
come to a constant recurring need. This is probably true, also, of the Lexington 
Signal Depot at Avon; the Madison, Ind., hydroelectric project; and the Blue 
Grass ordnance project. 

The Pike County, Ohio, project has greatly increased the school facilities 
need in the districts listed for this project. So far as this project is concerned, 
I understand it is approaching a constant recurring need. 

The new Greenup Dam project will increase the need in this territory substan- 
tially in the near future and as the project gets underway. 

The need at Fort Knox and Fort Campbell, on and off the fort territories, 
is constantly increasing. 

All these projects affect approximately 100,000 children of school age. 

At present the Division of Buildings and Grounds informs me that they have 
approved or have under consideration for approval school building facilities 
in the amount of $2 million on which Federal aid will be used. These facilities 
are for projects located as follows: Greenup County, Fort Campbell, Fort Knox. 
We are informed by the school administrators where each of these projects 
are located that there is not only a constant need for aid, but there will be an 
increasing need. This is especially true at Fort Campbell, Fort Knox, and in 
the Greenup County territory. 

I believe that the facts as cited herein represent a fair evaluation of the situa- 
tion which exists so far as the need for school facilities are concerned for 
Kentucky in the areas affected by Federal activities. 

Cordially yours, 

















Rosert R, MARTIN, 
Superintendent of Public Instruction. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. L. H. FOUNTAIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want to join my colleagues, 
Mr. Pilcher, Mr. Kilgore, Mr. Sikes and others in urging you to give favorable 
consideration to H. R. 9218 or H. R. 9270, which are identical bills designed to 
enable contract Air Force flying schools to come under Public Laws 815 and 874. 

One of these schools is located in my congressional district at Kinston, N. C. 
It has as its purpose the training of pilots and other personnel for the 
Air Force. 

The Federal Government does not own the property upon which this school 
is located. For that reason, as I understand the interpretation placed upon 
Public Laws 815 and 874, the Kinston School District gets no Federal assistance, 
in spite of the fact that it provides additional facilities for children of parents 
who live in Kinston, N. C., and within the Kinston School District and work 
on the Air Force Base. 

It is a federally impacted area. The financial burdens of the Kinston school 
system have increased because of this fact. It is a serious injustice to the tax- 
payers of that area to deprive them of the little financial help they would get 
merely because the property upon which the flying school is situate is not 
federally owned. 

Mr. Pilcher and I have felt for a long time that simple justice demanded a 
correction of the 8 or 10 such situations existing throughout the country. 

Regardless of whether or not private enterprise is operating these flying 
schools under contract with the Government, or whether or not the schools are 
on Federal installations, the Government is getting the primary benefit in trained 
pilots and Air Force personnel, and the local school system involved is bearing 


the increased burden, financial and otherwise, because of the resulting increase 
in its school population. 
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If Public Laws 815 and 874 are to be extended, and I believe they should be, 
the simple and fair amendment included in H. R. 9218 and H. R. 9270 should be 
adopted. 

I can see no justifiable reason for the distinctions made under these laws. 
Because of a legal technicality in their wording, a small number of school 
districts throughout the country have been, and are still being, discriminated 
against. 

The added cost to the Federal Government will be infinitesimal compared with 
the sw ntial lift which some 8 or 10 school districts in the country will get 
from this legislation. 

I therefore urge the members of this committee to look at the equity involved 
and to let equity and simple justice triumph by making the language of H. R. 
9218 and H. R. 9270 a part of Public Laws 815 and 874. 

I am grateful for the privilege afforded me to make this statement on be- 
half of a few forgotten school districts. 


(Whereupon, at 3: 05 p. m., the subcommittee proceeded in executive 
session. ) 


x 











